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PREFACE BY TH B EDITOR, 


The literary career of the late Dr. Ghate was cut short by a 
premature death which believed all expectations. The present 
work was offered by him in 1918 as a thesis for the Doctorate of 
the Paris University. Being written in French, it was inaccessi- 
ble to most Indian readers and therefore the authorities of the 
Bhandarkar Institute were very glad to accept the offer of the 
heirs and executors of the late Dr. Ghate to transfer to the 


‘Institute the copyright of what® appeared to be a complete 


- English translation of the work. °I undertook most willingly to 
see the work through the press on behalf of the heirs of the late 
Dr. Ghate, whom I owed a debt of gratitude as his pupil at the 


Ta Deccan College. On examinstion, however, I found that the copy 
s -entrusted to me was not a translation of the French work; but 
the original draft of it in English, which was changed occa- 


_ sionally while it was being translated. I had therefore to take 
_ some liberties with the text of Dr. Ghate’s manuscript, although 


i I have tried to make them as few as possible consistently 


_with the desire to give an unambiguous text, which was also in 
conformity with its French version. There are a few incon- 


-< sistencies that still remain and there must be typo- 











graphical imperfections also in the present edition, for which I 
ought to take my full share of responsibility. I can only say that 
[have given it all my energy and vigilance, of which unfortunate- 
ly I have not the full measure, and I hope that the reader will 
a accepi this circumstance as some extenuation of all my faults. 


vV. G. PARANIPE 


a nine cmon or aeacae tm 





| 








to him. 


AUTHOR'S PREFACE. 


The Me TTS as to. “what is ‘the doctrine cont tained.’ in the 
Brahmasttras of Bādarāyaņa or, in other words, which among 
the five well-known commeniaries gives the most faithful inter- 
pretation of them has occupied my mind since long. I was 
therefore very glad to have the permission of the Faculty of Arts 
of the University of Paris to offer to it in the form of a thesis 


the results of my study of the subject and my reflections on it. 
I leave it to the reader to decide if the conclusions at *which — 
I have arrived are or are not satista ctor y. I only hope that the 


method followed in the treat ment of the subject would appear to 


be reasonable and in strict conformity with the rules. of western 


criticism. If this venture of mine succeeds in arousing some — 


interest in Sanskrit philosophy, and more particularly in remov- 
ing the idea which is now current in Europe that the sum of the 


Vedanta is to be found in the system of Sarhkara, I shall consider | 


that my labour will not have been in vain. 


T have to thank Dr. F. W. Thomas for the kindness’ which Ys 


has shown me in placing at my disposal books and manuscripts 


from the library of the India Office and in giving me his valuable — 
advice whenever it was needed. The untiring c.-operation of 
M. P. Masson-Oursel has likewise been of the greatest help to me, | 


especially on account of his unrivalled knowledge of philosophic 


| terminology, oriental as well as occidental. 


The library of M. E. Senart has been of great use to me and 


T insist on giving an expression here to my s@nse of gratitude 


+ 


their encouragement that this humble attempt has seen: the light 


eo 


But above eal i things, I owe a debt of gratitude to M. Sylvain 
Lévi and to M. A. F oucher, Tt is thanks to their g uidance and — 


of day. Ihave not words with which to express all that I feel : 
when I think of all the precious time that these savants have spared poe 
for me and of the e affec tionste ay mpathy which they have showa | 











bab 
vi 


for me during my stay in Paris. I need not ssy what a source 
of information and of inspiration has been to me their heart-to- 
heart talk, in the course of which they gave freely of their 
treasures of erudition and of the finesse of their critical mind. 
= I shall ever carry with me an imperishable memory of the hours 
which it was my privilage to spend in their company. 








INTRODUCTION. 
L—GENERALITIES _ 


Meraths whe was both a poet and a a has said ina 


very well known line, at wa ger aat err a 9— Who | 
is there, in this world, who is perfectly happy?’. The reply is, 


of course, no one. Not only is no one perfectly happy, but no one, 


is happy even. For, as we see, no happiness is unmixed. And — 
even in the midst of the highest happiness, the thought Or 


rather the fear of- losing | it half mars the enjoyment. Hence it 


is that thinkers have always: sought to find out something 
which would secure eternal — happiness, something which you — 
can never lose, that is to say, something which would ever. 
remain with you. A slight consideration will show that no- 


thing in this world can fulfil this test Unless it forms part 


and parcel of you, or in other words, it is yourself; for what- 
ever is outside you, can never remain eternally with you. It — 
is yourself alone which you can depend upon as- something 
that is never to leave you. Hence the search after eternal 
happiness led, in its turn, to the search after the self, to 
philosophy. < Who am I?’ ( iS) is the chief question with — 
which all philosophy isin the first placeconcerned. ‘Whence. 
dol come ?,’ “Where do im gor are questions which | natural- 
. ly follow in its train. It is these questions to which — every e 
school of philosophy attempts to furnish a reply; and itis — 


these questions which have always occupied the seers of 


ancient India, her prophets — and teachers, her saints anda se” 
| poets ; and if I may say 50, it is not the search after truth 


. by itself, but the search after truth as actuatede by the search — Pee 


after eternal beatitude, that is at ‘the root of all Sanskrit ao 
philosophy, howsoever that peatitude may be called, by the 
< name of- ‘ Moksa’ (deliverance be or Gnanda (jouissance ), oroo 
nirvana (complete extinction ), or any other name. And Dae 
believe that this is more ‘natural, as it is more. human, in aoi n 
cordance with the saying aS ET + ATT maa, ‘even a stool ous 4 


does. not proceed without having some object i in view. s 
Ghate: Vedānta te : 
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<The donsidetsticn: of the main ‘questions stated above can- 
not be satisfactorily carried on without at the same time taking 
note of many other side-question, e. g. those about the means 
of knowlege ( pramanas ), the nature of heaven and hell, the 
~ nature of God, the practices to be observed in order to arrive 
at the right knowlege, the different paths leading t to beatitude, 
etc. Thus there are more aspects or disciplines of philosophy 
than one, amongst which may be mentioned the following which 
are principal :—(1) Metaphysics, (2) Natural Philosophy, (3) 
Psychology, to. which may be added, d 4) Eschatology. 


oi X There are two ways of looking sienien Wath all its 
_ manifestations one: is to Beers ye forms in which the 


universe appears to us; i. e. to our senses, which is the domain of 


-the so-called science; the other ise to consider the very essence 


-of the phenomena, independently of how they affect our senses, 


leading thus to the science of Metaphysics.—This latter sets 


_ before itself the task of knowing what is behind or beyond the 
universe which is both in us and around us. It endeavours to 


grasp the hidden springs that move the world, it longs to enter o 


©. into the mysteries of ‘the great unknown.’ Metaphysics thus _ 
inquries into the last or first cause, and is the science of the 
a g Really Existent. Thus questions about Brahman, its nature, its 


= relation to the universe, —all fall under the discipline of Meta- 


-physics or the doctorine of the philosophical principle. Meta- 


physics becomes theology when the philosophical principle be- : 
-comes less abstract and is endowed with personal attributes, so 
as to suit better the longings andthe limited powers of the human 
mind, in other words, is turned into God. Thus Theology is the 
doctrine of God, or- Met aphyiscs made. concrete, whereas Meta- 
“physics is Theology made abstract. et oe 


8) On the other tand. when we deal with ae ‘phenomena 


ce themselves, their plurality, the order of creation and destruction 
: of the diffierent | forms of existence that surround us, in brief, 


a whenewe concern ourselves with the Cosmos as opposed to the 
e underlying principle of unity, : we enter the domain of Natural 


Philosophy, better known in modern times by the name Cosmology. ; 





Thus estiga g regarding the creation of the elements like ether, a 
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alr, “Tight etc., their order af creation and des struction, the classi- 


fication of living » beings eto., fall under the discipline of cosmology. 


(3) Apart from the outer world, there is the inner world, 
which is in ourselves, the world of thoughts and emotions, 
wishes and cognitions, the subtle vital airs all having ai their 
head the soul or the ego. An investigation i into this inner world 


forms the subject of the third discipline, viz. Psychology. Thus 
the theory of the subtle body and the gross body, the sens eo 
organs as the means of cognition, internal and external, the vital 


airs,—all thess belong to Psychology. Allied to this, or form- 


ing a sub-section of this, is Logic which deals with the. 


more concrete instruments of thought and the laws of Valid 
= reasoning, which department has been the special pre- oomp 
. tion of the Nyaya School of philgsophy. 


(4) To these we may add a fourth discipline, which is much 


less important and which is called Eschatology, dealing with | 
things after death, with heaven and hell, the course followed by ed 
the jiva (life) after its cee from the body, the teory 2 . oe ce 


. Manes, etc. 


These are the four chief parts which every philosophical system : ne 
must contain. In che present place, however, we shall be mainly 
concerned with the first or metaphysical aspect and with the es 


rest, only occasionally. 











Bi —THE THREE PERIODS OF SANSKRIT 
PHILOSOPHY. | 


| i notant ‘Sanaivla Philosophy divides itself, broadly sneak: 

= ing, into three periods :—(1) the Vedic, (2) the Upanisadic and (3) 
the post-vedic,—which may be also called (1) the cosmological, 
(2) the metaphysical and (3) the systematic,—representing three 
stages in the gradual intellectual evolution of the Indian thought. 


1 The Vedic Period.—By the Vedic, we mean the period of 
. the sarbhitds and the Brahmanas, especially of the Rgveda Sarh- 
hita? The philosophy of the Veda israther a loose term, in-as- 
`- much as there is no philosophy proper in the Veda. The first 
= philosophy of'a people is its religion. And the Revedic religion 

a US. quite transparent, though developed, chiefly consisting of 
the personification of natural forces and natural phenomena. The 

: most striking features of the Vedic religion are :— 


On ot Firstly—lIt is practical and utilitarian in nature, in that the © 
: hymns, though highly poetic and inspired in character, are most | 
of them at the same time incidental to the sacrifice. ‘Give and 
take’ is the simple law which is applicable to the dealings be- 
~ tween men and gods; and ‘reciprocity, frank uncondisional 
mee reciprocity becomes an accepted motive. ao | 


Secondly—As a consequence, it is essentially a religion | of 
priests, a hieratic religion = 000000 j CF EO Gey 


x ‘Thirdly—It is a religion of the upper classes Toa are welt. | 

oe ee to-do, presupposing an established household of considerable aa 
extent, a wealthy and liberal householder, elaborate and exneneive ; 
mater ials, and many priests. | as | 





Fourt chly—It i is es sentially optimistic. It is not immortality 
ory or heaven, but a long life for full hundered years, prosperity, 
in warlike offspring, in short all the blessings of this life, that the y 
E worshipper or the householder asks for. It isa spirit of healthy 
RN, joy in the life we dive. that dominates ; 3; while such pessimistic 


E Marree ct pein enn aneneen neee nieri 4 aeee 


r es " Bloomisld, S of mie è Veda k 184, : T E a e a a a 














INTRODUCTION ei 26 


ideas as that life is uncertain and unsubsi tantial, that death is 
nature while life is only an accident, are conspicuous by their 


absence, 


Fifthly—It is characterised by what may be described as. 
Arrested Personification. The Vedic poets while personifying 


the power of nature into gods, never allow this nature worship to 
be stiffened into mere admiration, fear and adulation of personal 


sods, and never become forgetful of the origin from which sprang 


the gods. 


-Sixthly—It shows a tendency to raise the particular god 
to whom the worshipper is addressing prayers for the time being, 
to the most exalted position, so that all other gods are subordi- R 
nated to him for the moment "a » form of religion which has been 
called Kathenotheism. = 3 Pr i 


-Notwithstanding the religious character of the Vedic thought 

in general, there are frequently found references to ideas more ; 
abstract and philosophical, which may be regarded as the germs F 
of the later Upanisad-thoughts. As inthe Vedie religion the my- = 
thological element prevailed, and the moral element,—the perso- = 
nified natural forces being considered as the power that creates, en 2] 
maintains and controls what man feels in himself as constituting Pau 
the moral law, opposed to the cgoistic tendencies natural to man, m 
—though present, was not sufficiently assertive and the way was a 
gradually paved for doubt and contempt of gods ( see for in- eee 
stance Re. 11.125, IX. 112, VII. 103, X. 119. gto.. Besides, the mere 
technique of the sacrificial ritual, in the course of time, must have 
ceased į uO satisfy the minds both of the patron and the priest, so : oo 
that more philosophic food was required, and questions and ans- 
-wers regarding the origin of the world and simifar top’ cs must 


have been discussed , giving rise to what are called Bral. todyar. 


So also the old mytholog ical gods in strong. flesh tints must have o 

‘begun to disconcert them and faith musi have besn- gradually a 
lost; s so that abs stract and symbolic embodiments of the divine - 

idea then í took the place of the gods. of neture. And just as the oe | 

~ Rsis thought that the several natural phenomena had some | o 

divine forces behind i them which \ were et sonified date: sO meny a 
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: Bode: in ite same way they siani one step further a came 
to think that all three were aspects of one and the same all- 
pervading divine force which manifested itself in the different 
phenomena. Thus the thought gradually prog cressed from many 
gods to one being and from. the simple give-and-take religion to 


abstruse Pearn regarding the beginning and origin of all 
; things. 


“Thus Rg. IL 16446 declares, “They call it Indra, Mitra, 
2 o Agni, or the heavenly bird Garutmat ( the sun ). The 
; sages call the one being in many ways, they call it Agni, Yama, 
| Mataris’ van.” This whole hymn ( I. 164) consisting of 52 verses, 
is fiothing but a collection of riddles to which no answers are 
ae given. “ “The subjects of these riddles are eee that is, per- 
taining to the nature- -phenomena ‘of the Universe: ‘ ‘ mythological, 


that is, referring to the accepted legends about gods; psychological, 


that is, pertaining to “the human organs and sensations; or finally 
crude and tentative philosophy or theosophy. Heaven anu Earth, 

| ~ Sun and Moon, air, clouds, and rain; the course of the sun, the | 
ae year, the seasons, months, days and nights; human voice, self- 


A consciousness, life and death, the origin of the first creature, and — 











the onieimatos of the universe:—such are the abai and bold 
a themes.” 


“Thus already in certain one of the Reveda, there emerges. 
the thought with which philosophy begins,—the conception of the 
- unity of the world,—which later rose up. to Monism, perceiving 
i through ¢ he veil of the manifold, ¢ the unity which underlies it, 
| In this connection may be particularly noticed the hymn KLL 
a where the Hiranya- garbha is described as existing in the beginn- 


| ing of the creation, ‘the sole lord of beings, supporting heaven and — 


earth ; K. 90 where the whole world is conceived as one being, | 
: the Virat- -purusa who having pervaded it fr om all sides, still 
aaa over and above it; X. 82 where the waters are spoken 
of ag being the first substance or pr ime cause: X. 81, addy essed to 
: Vig vearkarman who combines in his person the characters of a 


oF i rimeval divine sacrificer and of a creator, : in which | the cosmo] ~ 


ara e P. e retn rumat ea Ema rea mae n: Binit eta te h eaae mmmaneaa m 
nee on eget 


Bloomfield, Religion c of the e Vada, p 218: 


anampani rat a ammers ARa- imene: 

















ogical significance of A oe sacrifice finds particule: ex “pe es- 
sion, and question like ‘ What was the place whereon he took 


his station? what was it that supported him? How was is? 


( Verse 2 ); are boldly asked; X. 125 where Vak is represented 
as the companion and upholder of the gods and ¢ 2S the founda ation 
of all religious activity and its attendant boons ; ; and X 129, 
which is quite typical in character and remains unsurpassed in- 
its noble simplicity and in the loftiness of its philosopical vision, 


as it attempts to explain the presence of the world and its con- 
tents, beyond the point of mere individual experience or analysis 


through empirical knowledge, by putting forth a fundamental 


principle without personality. 


A cursory glance at these hymns will show that the: Ce $ 
trend of thought is pr incipally cosmological rather than metaphy- 7 
sical in the proper sense of the word, and hence we may call 
this period cosmological. One thing tobe noticed in connection 
with this early philos sophy of the Vedas, however, is the absence 
of pessimism and metempsychosis, which are the distinguishing — 
traits of later Indian philosophy. | “gen ee, 


(2) The Upanisadie Per iod. —The second period of Indian Philo- ee 
= sophy, that of the Upanisads, is quite distinct in character er ore 
from the first, though it is but the natural result of it. If the — : 


thought during the first period was mainly religious and 


cosmological, with only a trace here and there of philosophy oe 


proper, the second period was mainly philosophical, though | 
not in the narrow sense of the word, i. e. having a cut and dry- 


system: of philosophy. The elaborate and mechanical system | (es 
=- worship that had grown up round the Vedic gods, and the spe- 
z - culations as reg gards the appropi riateness of the rules and modes ao 
of worship and their efficacy for man’s good in sthis world and > 
the next, which prevailed in the Brahmanas, no longer satis- 
fied the religious | spirit of the people. The.. overdoing of the so 
n socrificial cult brought on its own downfall ; and people’s a 
. thoughts were naturally drawn t to subjects of a more spiritual z i 
i character, such as problems about God, man and the world, ; oA 
= and a variety of solutions was arrived at. ‘ Knowledge e and not a : : l 
a mere > ceremonial is the way i to happiness, —that is the key-note, A o ue 
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the Literature of this period. The ‘Upanisads, unsurpas ssed in their. 

| freedom and comprehensiveness | and grandeur of thought, are 

= simply marvellous, and nowhere else can we find such a sim- 

| plicity and naiveté of siyle combined with profundity and depth 
~ of idea, —a circumtance which makes them untranslatable. 


On the question as to what the. Upanigads teadh ( or in other 

"i words what is the nature of the philosophy of this period ), there 
are, so to speak, two views, though one of them is gradually 

| becoming the more prevalent one. Many eminent scholars, along 
with the orthodox people especially about the Maharastra, hold 

S -that the Vedanta of S’amkara represents the true teaching of the 

oy p Upanisads ; ; and that the other so-called or thodox systems as well 
ag the other schools of Vedanta, while they lay claim to be based 
ee on. the Upanisads, are allso nfany developments by a kind of 
| ae degeneration of the original doctrine ( of the Upanisads ). Thus, 
< according to these pedple, the main idea of at least the oldest of 

the Upanisads (i. e. the Brhadaranyaka, the Chandogya, the 
=- Mundaka and the Katha ) can be summed up in the equation, 
 Brahman=Atman=the world, taken in the strictest and most 
literal sense, ( see especially Brhad. Upa. 1-4); from which it 
ee follows that the Atman is the only reality,* that it is the meta- 
physical unity which is manifested inall the empirical plurality, 
all plurality thus by implication reducing itself to Mayda, that. 
_ it is the knowing subject within us $ and, asthe knowing subject, 

ods itself unknowable. t Thus though the expression ‘May,’ in the 
v sgtriet sense of ignorance, or Avidya or illusion, may be of a 
fe later date, still the doctrine that the universe is illusory was 
i taug ght by the Upanisads, and the older the texts of the Upanisads 
os are, the ‘more uncompromising gly and expressly do they maintain 
, this. illusory character of the world of experience. The exponents _ 

| (of this “view further add, that this bold and absolute idealism (as | 


he Ae tiie arr raire aaeeea: 
iiaa mavanessan raans e ren eee tren neea ineen e aei rene rt mrmr eren ae nage aran m peee inion printing meme eT i iA E i wi nt 





: *  Brhad, p 4 5 « Kimano va are dars’ anena s'ravaņena matya vijna- ; 
| nongtah sarvat viditam bhavati” ; ee me 


| § Byhad. ae 8. 11“ Nënjedato sti draste | toss s‘’rotr ndnyae 
: dato” sti manty nānyadato’ sti vijnacy. ' Ppt e f a a 


F Brhad. “Bh 4, Qt Na -drster ‘drastdram — pas 'yer na s'ruteh s 'rotārat 


< Sfpuya a na mater mantāram manvjtha na vilenter vijnatararh oo : A s 
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taught, fo instance, 4 in the ed Yāiñavalkya chapters of the 


Brhad. Upa. ) later degenerated. first into pantheism, then into 


theism and last into materialiasm. For, the denial of the exis- — 


tence of the world as it appears tous, implied by the idealism 


of the old Upanisads, could not be maintained in the face of the 
reality of the world, which forced itself upon people’s minds. Thus 
the attempt to reconcile the two, i.e. the bold idealism and the 


' reality of the world, led to Pantheism, according to which the | 


world is real and yet the Atman is the only reality, for the world — 
is Atman (cf Chand. 3,14). Thus the equation that the world is 
equal to Atman led to the theory of causality,—to cosmogonism, 
according to which, the Brahman itself entered into the creation 


as the individual soul. This Pantheism has to be distinguished 


from Theism which is the characteristic feature of certain tater | 


Upanisads like the Svetas’vatara. Tae absolute identity of Brahman _ 


and Atman, though perfectly true from the metaphysical stand- 


point, remains incomprehensible for the empirical view of things, 4 
which distinguishes a plurality of souls different from each other oe os , 
and from the Highest Spirit, the creative power of the Universe. bar 
= This is theism. According to it there are three entities, a real =» 
= world ( acid ), 4tman (cid) and Brahman of which the cid and.acid ie 
form the body. But in the course of time the necessity of Brahman | ay 
apart from Atman ceased to be felt and its creative power- waso 
attributed to Prakrti, non-intelligent but at the same time in- _ 
a dependent of any intelligent being, which led to the spacers i 
dualism of the Samkhya doctrine later on: | 


ae rapatal aonnidepacon of the Upanisads’ taken E a eo 


whole will, however, show that this view about the teaching Che el 
the Upanisads is not tenable; nor is the order inathe evolution. ee 
of thought satisfactorily demonstrable. The Upanisady are 
-nothing but free and bold attempts to find out the truth | : o oe 
i without the slightest idea ofa system ; and to say that any one oo on 
5 particular doctrine is taught in the Upanisads | is unjustifiable | oe eae z 
in the face of the fact that in one and, the same section of an a | | 
-r Upanisad, we find passages one following the other, which ape | 
oe gaite, opposed. mm their purport. Bold realism, ‘pantheism, Enn 


| Ghate, » Vadinta, 2 o 
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theism, materialism are all scattered about here and there, and 
the chronological order of the Upanisads has not been suffici- 
ently. established on: ‘independent grounds, so as to justify us 
in claiming that one particular view predominating in a certain | 
| number of Upanisads (granting that this is possible ) represents 
_ the teaching ofthe Upanisads. And to say that idealism represents — 
the real teaching of the Upanisads - because it is contained in a 
certain Upanisad which is relatively old and that the Upa- 
nisad vis relatively old because it contains a view of things 
with. whigh: philosophy should commence, is nothing but a 
logical ‘see-saw. It may be true that if one insists on 
drawing a system from the Upanisads, replete as they are with 


car contradictions and divergences, S’arhkara has succeeded 


the best, because his distingtion of esoteric and exoteric 


doctrines like a sword with tevo edges can easily reconcile all 


opposites such as unity and plurality, assertion of attributes and 
their negation, in connection with one and the same being; but 


this is one thing and to say that the Upanisads taught S arkara z 
-doctrine is quite another thing. 


As regards the relative order of doctrines in the march 


‘of philosophic thought, we may as well say that the first stage 
is represented by materialism, which is innate in us, which is 





persistently forced on us by our daily experience, and which 


: very few can get rid of in practice, though there may bea few 


‘more who deny it in theory. Thus we start with plurality, and 


difference, ascend through differe nee and non~difference and 





qualified unity until at last we reach the Highest top, i. e. 
o unity. E Tobie 
a Thus the other view regarding the teaching of the , ‘Upanteada 
oF socordiag toe which the Upanisads: teach not one but many 
- systems of doctrines reg garding the nature of God, man and the 
world and the relations between them is more reasonable and 
g being more and. more- accepted. The germs of all the 


- later ‘systems, whether orthodox. or heterodox, can be found in ie 


a them,” as is evident from the fact that all the religio-philosophic | 
e -systems of later times can quote a certain number of passages 


7 from them | in their seaport But when the exponents of these 
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systems try to show that theirs i is the only system aa rhy by the 
Upanisads and attempt to explain passages, even when directly op- 
posed in tenour to their doctrine, ina manner so as to favour their 


doctrine, the artificiality and the unsatisfactory character of the. 


attempt is at once evident. For å the Upanisads represent a large 


floating mass of speculations of old seers, clothed in words and 


handed down orally—speculations: depending on the mood of the 
thinker and the point of view from which he looked at things. 


In spite of this free and unfettered character of the Upanisads, | 
however, it must be admitted that they are on the whole more 


favourable to the Uttara Mimarhsa or Vedanta (1 taken in its 


larger sense ) than to any other system, and that we find there } 
some ideas which stand out more conspicuously than others, —such 
as for instance the immortality of the soul, i its metempsychosis and 


transmigration, including the ‘way of the fathers’ for the performers 


of sacrifices and virtuous actions, the ‘way of the gods’ for the q 
possessors of knowledge, and the third place for the doers of evil | 
deeds, the superiority of knowledge and meditation to. actionas 
means of attaining liberation, above all, a constant striving after _ 
the reconcilation of unity sid pindality, o of idealism and realism. 


Such is, in general, the character of the second or Upanisad E 
period of Indian philosophy, which we have also called meta- ž < 
physical to distingush it from the first, since it concerned _ 
-itself also with speculations about man and his inner soul, higi 

inner activities and the processes of his thog ht and will, and not oe 
merely with questions about nature, cosmic matter etc. (as was — | 

- the case with the first period ), in brief since it saw the beginnings oe 
ot of the psychological, ethical and metaphysical problems. | 


Next we come to the post t~vedic or pehetaatte. paio: ee | 
; which - saw the development of the so called six dars'anas or ne 
orthodox systems, as well as of the heterodox systems such as oe 
Buddhism, Jainism etc. As said anti the germs of all i these 2 a 
systems were already present the ‘Upanisads ;_ and what ae 
-these systems did was to take up hb tiotlas parts of the Upani- Ea 
a sads and deduce from them a cut-and-dry system, conniving a 
ak or explaining away m: a far-fetched | manner those ‘Parts : ee a] 
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which did not suit the particular system. This syste- 
- matic period may be supposed to have begun with the collections 
of sūtras which are regar ded as the foundations of the several 
systems and the dates and authors of which have not yet been deter- 
mined with precision and accur acy. The intervening stage between 
the Vedas and the Upanisads, on the one hand, and the siitras, on 
_ the other, is represented by the philosophical portions in the 
fe Mahabharata, as for intance, the Bhagavadgita, the Sanaitsujati- 
-~ yaparvan, the Moksa-dhar ma etc., (portions of which have formed 
the common basis of Buddhisim and Samkhya ), which were, 
| however, as far from containing a systematic doctrine as the 
B Upanisads themselves; and ter ms like Sarhkhya and Yoga, fre- 
quently to be met with there, do not signify the names of the later 
. systems called by those names, but mean merely ‘ reflection ’ and 
| ‘ concentartion, ’ in which sense they are used also when they first 
occur in the Svet. Upa. 6,13. 7 


TOAS ct AS for what distinguishes the orthodox from the heteredox 
= or Nāstika schools, it is generally believed to be the want of be- 
: _ -Hefin God as the creator of the world; and in this sense the begin- | 
nings of Indian atheism can be traced back to the Vedic period _ 
even. In the Rgveda, the God Indra is derided in IV. 24.10, — 
ane... 119; and in IL 12.5, VIIL 100-3, we read of people who — 
= absolutely denied his existence even in these early days. We 
have here the first traces of that naive atheism which is so 
“far from indulging in any philosophic reflection that it simply 
ae refuses to believe what it cannot visualise, and which was 
| a later ‘known as the Carvaka or _Lokayatika — system. Ase 
- distinguished from it, there is the philosphical atheism of the 
Bauddhas and the J ainas, according to whom there is no eternal, 
: supreme God, £ ereator and lord of all things, and the so-called gods 
} are. only more highly organised and happier beings than men, 
a -78n atheism which can go hand in hand with a religious system 
o ain cannot prevent i it from being o one of the: most influential reli- 
Ce eee gions in the world. | E | | 








But if the distinction be a merely to the negation of God, even x 


the Samkhys will cease to ibe orthodox ; the Mimsrsakas. of the i 
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school of Kumarilabhatta also deny the era of a supreme s God. 


Even in the Vais'esikaand Nyaya systems, the theistic element, far 


from being a fundamental point in the doctrine, is nothing but 


a mere appendage. Buddhism and Jainism, moreover, though they 


deny God, raise the personalities of Buddha and Jina almost to 


the eminence of a god, as the teacher of the sacred law and as the 
object of the highest reverence, while admitting no doubt that — 
the world is without beginning or end, and oe produced by: a 


god or ruled by one. 


It is the wantof faith inthe Vedeeus Revelation and as the high- | 


est authority, of ‘pramanya-buddhirvedesu,’ which, from the Brah- 


manical point of view, placed theso-called atheistic schools out- 
side the pale of orthodoxy; thus the Samkhya, the Vais’esika and the 3 
Mimarhsi can call themselves orthodox or not un-atheistic, because | 


they acceptedthe authority of the “Vedas intheory, howsoever little 





did the Bauddhas and J ainas. 


Of the six orthodox systems that developed during this third neo ee 
period the Samkhya and the Vedanta are the only ones of strictly ee 
metaphysical importance. It is the Vedanta alone that has č = 
appropriated to itself the name ‘ Aupanisada ’ doctrine, since. 


it is the only system which seriously concerns itself with explain- 





they did not condemn it as 


> 


ing and reconciling the various divergent metaphysical portions a 
of the Upanisads and since it alone regards the Upanisads as the =. 
| highest authority, not only in theory but in practice. The >. 
metaphysical importance and the ancient character of the Sām- 
khya is proved by the fact that the Vedanta-siitras take special 
pains to refute it. The other systems, with only a nominal meta- 
physical grounding, have- specialised in other | depart: nents of a ee 
knowledge and thus are of still greater import ance for ph: ‘losophy Eee sd 
7 proper. Thus the Yoga, which isa sequel of the Samkhya and which eee 
| accepts the metaphysical. doctrine of the Sārhkhya entirely, with | nae 
_ the only difference that. it regards. the is’ vara as a more impor- ee ek a 
tant personality than the Sarikhya does, mainiy concerns itself — 
with the theory and- practice of Samadhi or concentration of ea 
i mind and the > various physical and menial gymnastics. related eel 
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T to it, of course viewed. as means of arriving at the eee 
ledge of the essence of things, or, in other words, at the vision of 
the highest verity. The Vais’esika dealing with the categories of 

substance, quality, action, commonness, particularity, invariable 

— eoncomitance, to which was later added non-existence or nega- 
tion, elaborates the doctrine of thes atoms and that of particularity 
or Visesa, from which it derives its name. Symmetry and con- 
sistency of division and precision of thought and expression 
: characterised this School; and they were further carried to per- 
| fection and emphasised by its sequel, the Nyaya, which cencerned. 

- itself solely with logic or the theory and art of valid reasoning. 

: ae Thus nyāya or syllogi ism was its special occupation and consequent- 
eo ly, in the place of the six or seven objective categories of the- 
E Vais esika, which were concerngd more with the products of 
ere thought, the Nyaya had sixteer logical categories, which refer- 
oped: to the modes of, thought or thethoughts themselves and 
S which are mainly related to. controversial discussion or dispu- 
nee: - ” tation, so necessary for the ascertainment of truth. They are:—proof 
(sat ), object of knowledge ( 371), doubt (#374), purpose (TÑSF ), 
instance (gera), demonstrated truth (Agma), member of a syllogism _ 

_ (e447), reasoning by reduction to absurdity ( 4+ ), determination 
Le. or ascertainment (Roia), discussion leading to truth (a7), wrang- 
an ling (aa), cavilling (Rawr), fallacy (Rama ), perversion (33) 
ee futility (st), and unfitness to be argued with (Ragan ). The 
- Pūrva-mīmāmsā more generally called (Mimamsa only) has for 
its special object the interpretation of the Vedas, or the determi- 





ae nation of the sense of the Revelation, and its whole scope is the 


oe - ascertainment of duty or Dharma, which signifies the sacrifices and 

a other acts. of relig gion, ordained by the Vedas. Thus it is practical 

as relating to „Works (karma) or religious observances to be un- 

ae . dertaken for specific ends : : and itis according gly called kari ma= 
- mimithsa in contradiction to the ‘Brahma-mimarhsa, which is | 
theological. | Thus this mimamsa, is not a philosophical system 

in the proper sense of the word. Tt touches upon philosophical 

| topics only incidentally i in the course of delivering: canons OF 
z Bovina interpretation. ` S 


As regards the | metaphysical part, “the five systems, viz 
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Samkhya and Yoga, Vais’esika and Nyāya, and Pairva-mimaisa | 
may be distinguished from the sixth, the Uttar-mimamsa or _ 
Vedanta, by the fact that the former take their stand on duality; — 


while the latter on unity (excepting, of course, the particular 


school of Vedanta represent sed by Madhva). Asa matter of fact, the — 
first five systems are impossible without a belief in duality: or 


plurality as being real. Thus according tothe Sarhkhya, there 


are two entities independent and distinct, the pradhana or 
prakrti, consisting of the three qualities of sattva, rajas and 


tamas, which is the prime cause of the whole material world, 


and the purusas or. souls that areinfinite innumber. The pradhana 
is eternal matter, indiscrete, undistinguishable as itis destitute of — 
parts, inferrable from its effects, productive, without being itself 
a product. The Soul or Purusa is neither produced nor pro- | 
ductive, multitudinous, individual, sensitive, eternal, unalterable, 
immaterial. Besides these two, the Samkhya teaches twenty-three | 
other principles (tattvanz):—Intelligence (bude het or mahat), egotism. 
(ahatnkara), the five subtle elements (/anmi@lrus), the five organs = 
of sense, the five organs ofaction, the internal organ ( manas), and To 
the five gross elements. The Purusa, absolutely inactive, isa 
witness of the active Prakrti. It isthe union of these two that < 


leads to the creation and involves the purusa in the Sarhsara. 


“ The one unborn, for his enjoyment, approaches the one unborn — K 
( prakrti ), which is red ( activity or rajas ), white ( goodness or 


sattva ), and black ( darkness or tamas ), and produces a manifold 


and similar offspring ; the other unborn abandons her when once _ 
she has been enjoyed (S vetās'vatara IV. 5.). The non-intelligent a, 
Pradhana, even without any other intelligent superintendent like oo 
pete vara, acts for the good of the soul, just as the non-intelligent: eee 

a milk acts for the growth of the calf. And just as there takes place ne 

a movement in the iron in the proximity of the udmoved magnet, ; o 
-go there takes place a movement in Prakrti in the proximity Foo 
-the unmoved soul. This union of ' Prakrti and Purusa is caused by Be ok Bete 
‘mutual dependence. ‘The lame man, mounted on the blind man’ e 
back, and the blind — man, following the. path indicated by the aoa 
-lame man, both reach their goal, though either, by himself, is help- 
ess; so is the creation effected by Prakrti and Purusa by mairo 
n union. All this time the Purusa, though essentially udāsina Hindle cee = 
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| ferent or eee comes under ine shadow of Buddhi through. a . 


ay recognising himself as distinct from. it, and suffers from the pain 
which really belongs to Buddhi, but which owing to its being. 


a reflected upon him due to its extreme proximity, is regarded by 


the Purusa as belonging to himself: and he can throw it off and ng 


; obtain final bliss only when he gets rid of the error of confounding 


himself with the prakrti. Thus it is the knowledge of the distinction 


or duality between the prakrti and the purusa that leads to Moksa, 
The Sāmkhya is an exponent of the doctrine of Parināma or 
: modification, Or in other words, of the Satkaryavdda as regards 
the relation between cause and effect. The effect. always is 
: present in the cause, and is only a modification of it, without 


; any distinction of essence. The Sārkhya also lays great stress on 


the efficacy of reasoning. It is .by inference or reasoning that 
- aquaintance with things transeending | the senses is attained ; | 
andit is only those truths which are neither to be directly 
= perceived nor to be inferred by reasoning that are to be 


. deduced from revelation. Thus here the scales are turned the 
oe opposite way, as compared with the Vedanta, where revelation $ 
ge comes first and reasoning second. : 





o ` regards the Yoga, there is pane more to notes eo oe 


om cept the admission of an additional principle, the Ts’vasa, who i 


coso Ase soul or spirit, distinct from -other souls, untouched by n 
ao affliction, action, fruit and fancies or passing thoughts, who, of his - 


. own will assuming a body in order to create, originated all 


: i. : 7 secular Oro Vedic traditions, and whois gracious towards the 
oo ving beings, scorched as they a are by the fire of worldly ¢ existence, T 
aes, himself infinite and omniscient, we 


oe According tn the atomic system of the Vais osika and the d ie | eae | 
a 4 otial system of the Nyaya, soul and matter are quite distinct enti- 


o ties, both equally real, and it is the confounding of the one with 


= the other which causes all the misery of the worldly existence. 

pipiens Nit soul i is the receptacle of knowledge, distinct from body and _ 
the sénses, different for each individual person, omni-present, 

ee eternal, perceived by the ‘mental organ, and demonstrated by its 
a peculiar attributo; which a are e knowledge, desiros. : aversion, i, painy, : 
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pleasure and effort or volition. The soul, though it animates 
the individual, cannot experience pain or pleasure in relation 
to itself, unless it is associated with the body. It is tobe noted 


also that the soul is as much a substance as earth, water etc., 
being a substratum of qualities like them, and hence itis 
included in the list st of the nine dravyas or substances. Besides these — 


individual ‘souls, which are infinite in number and are all equally 
omnipresent, there is the Supreme Soul ( Paramatman ) which. 
is one, and the seat of eternal knowledge, and is known Tom 
valid proof as the maker of all things. 


‘The material world is of four kinds, according as it is 
derived from the element of earth, water, light or air. AM the 
gross products can be ultimately reduced to atoms, which are 
themselves incapable of further analysis, and hence, eternal and 
atomic in size. It is by the will ofthe paramatman that a movement 


is produced in these atoms which are thus brought together ; and 
in this way the creation takes place. - : 


Freedom from Sarhsara or absolute negation of all pain is he a 
highest goal; and the only | means of attaining it isthe right = = = | 

knowledge of the seven categories according to Kanada orof è  ž 
the sixteen according to Gautama. Aman is involved in Sarhsara A 

thus :—First he has false notions such as mistaking the body 


etc., which are not the soul, for the soul; these lead to faults; 
Le. a desire for those things which seem agreeable to the = 
soul, and a dislike to those- things which seem disgreeable to ge 
it, though i in reality nothing is either agreeable or disagreeable s 
to the soul. Impelled by these faults, man does things 
-which may be forbidden or laudable ; both being however forms of | 
2 activity, lead toa similar blamable or laudable birth or bodily | 
= manifestation ; and while this birth lasts, there arises the impres- ee | : 
2 //slon of. pain. Now this series beginning with false notions and oo ae 
T ending with pain. is continually going on and is what i is called — a 
Sarhsara or mundane existence, getting on ceaselessly like a water- 


wheel. When, however, a man has obtain the right knowledge cS aay 
Ee of the categories, which | enables him to distinguish one thing =- 7 3 3 : ) ee 
ee fr om another, and the soul from the body in- particular, all false . ae 


- notions disappear ; the faults thus pass away, with them ceases be 
> „ activiiy,. with activity ceases birth and with cessation oF f birth : ke oh | 
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“comes the complete abolition of pain ; 7 and this alsolute abolition 
Of pain is the final bliss. . | 


“As opposed to the parinama and Te satiari doctrines of 


| ee Sarnkhs yas, the Vais’ esika and í the Nyāya are exponents of the 
= @rambha and the asatkarya doctrines, which maintain a creation, 
absolute and new. Thus, according to them the effect is absolutely 

= different fromthe cause, is never present inthe cause, but is newly 


created it and stands in invariable concomitance ( samavaya ) 


with it The same is true about the relation between a qualified 
: substance and its quality or the active object and its activity, 


which cannot be absolutely different according to the Sarmkhya or 


r the Vedanta. Thusa jar is absolutely different from the clay, 
| though it cannot exist apart from the clay. 


Ths both the Sahkhya and tlae Nyaya-Vais’ esika systems are 
essentially dualistic and, we may also say, materialistic, They at 


the same admit of the eter nal existence of matter, apart from 
=: Sia: intelligent principle and as quite independent of it. | 


` The Pūrva-mīmāmsā being essntially ritualistic and A 


ESS “eal in character, and concering itself as it does with the determina- 





a tion of religious duty and the laying down of canons of inter- 


a pretation of the sacred texts, it need not detain us here, though the 


Os principles of interpretation taught, by it, e.g. the relative 
| importance of direct statement (rule), indicatory mark 
~ (liaga), context (prakarana) ete. in Raa the sense of- 
a a word ora passage are acceptad by all. 


The Uttaram imarhss S sO called to distinguish it Boa the 


oe Parvamimarnss, since te is cencerned with the interpretation of 


the portions of the Revelation relating to knowledge that come 
‘ after Karman, while. the other with that of the previous or 
1 old (Pūrva | fortions of 4 the. ‘Revelation. “This: system, more 


a popularly known. as the Vedānta, is the only system — of 


philosphy preperly SO called, which has exercised the greatest 
influence. over Roda vines and even at the present day, 
n F if Tt, is poss sible -describe the philosophic thought of — 
he Hindus i in general by one name, it is Vedanta. It is to be = 
_ remembered, however, that the | name Vedanta | does | | not oe 
o signify | one system only, asi H 





g - for Instance, the | case with an 
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the other orthodox systems ‘eonsidered above. It comprehends 

several systems differing from each other essentie!ly in points 

of metaphysical doctrine, ranging from absolute idealism down > 
to‘dualism, at the same time having. some important features 
which are common and which may be the reason of their being ae : 
designated by a common name, ‘besides the fact of their professing Be l : : 
to be based on the Vedanta or the Upanisads. Of these we may | Cee ) 
notice here only the five systems which are atiributed to Sam- en Oe ee mae 
kara, Ramanuja, Nimbarke, Vallabha and Madhva, and which are Ee | 
kown respectively by the names of Kevaladvaiia ( absolute i 
monism ), Vis‘istadvaita ( qualified monism ), Dvaitidvaita = = 
(dualism and monism ), Suddhadvaiia ( pure monism ). and — 
Dvaita ( dualism ). All of these profess alike to be derived more 

or less from the same collection of sttras,— although it is impos- 

_ gible by the very nature of things, that the Sittrakara should 
have all these in view. It is however very probable that the germs 
ofall the Vedānta systems existed long ago, although, as systems | 

proper, attaining to a certain importance in the estimation of the i 

people, they may be said to date from the times of the respective - 
philosophers to whom they are generally attributed. 
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-From this point of view, S’amkara’s system may be called ihe a A 
oldest, since, by a general consent, Samkarācārya is now placed a 
in the latter half of the 8th century (788 A. D. to 820 A. D.). Telang’s 
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view putting Sarkara in the 7th century has been conclusively _ | 
disproved by Prof. Pathak. * 7 Without going into details, I shall | 
content myself withthe following question 1+—“The date of f the death | 
of Bhartrhari, the Buddhistic author of the Vakyapadiya is fixed | | 
by Prof. Pathak at 650 A. D., and in relation to him Kumarila “| 
is assigned to the first half and Sarhkaracarya and Sures’vara- d 
-cārya to the latter half of the 8th century. Mr. Telang, however, — z] 
contends that these last cannot be assigned | tO such a lat e ‘date | 


l and he would place them in the 7th century. Te may be. menti- 








ere e are anner a tee ter - ew devine enero menses iy 


“ a i na Semen 





tos For these two views regarding the. date of Sarkara, the reader 1 may 
dbe referred to the JBRAS. Vol EVIE Poa ih. ‘ Purnavarma, | and waad 
 Samkarācārya’; Vol, XVIII. Pp. 88. ff: ‘Dharmakirti and Sathkardcarya’; P- at z oo 5 oe | 
ff: ‘Subandhu and Kumarila’ ; P 213 ff: Bhartrhari and Kumarila. re oe Se 


t JBRAS Centenary Memorial Volume, 1905 P 51-52, e 
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-oned that Dharmakirti is identified with the author of tne Nyaya- 

bindu, which is commented upon by Dharmottaracarya, who 
belonged to the Sautrantika school of Buddhism. This Dharma- 
- kirti has been assigned by Prof. Pathak to the beginning of the — 
d 7th century, and it must be admitted, without opposition, that 
he was older than Samkaracarya, as the latter criticises his 
views, ’ 


‘Thus Sanamni appeared at a time whens. his presence 
was. urgently required to put new life into Brahmanism and 
Hinduism as well as to counteract the influence of Buddhism, 
Jainism and other heterodox systems on the one hand, and the 


 mimarhsakas on the other. The Hinayana Buddhism had 


already made way for the Sanskrit mahayanism and against this 


a Jast, controversies were carried on by the school of nyaya and 


by the mimathsakas, especially by Sabarasvamin and Kumirila- 
_bhatta. The latter maintained the efficacy of the sacrificial 
religion alone, and denied it even to the faith and practices of | 


the Aupanisadas, whose doctrine, based as it was on the Upanisads, 

Ae, was in danger ; when there appeared prominentiy on the scene, i 

oo Gaudapādācārya and sometime after him the pupil of his pupil, 

eer ck athkaracarya. These | propounded the doctrine of illusion or 
a Maya. oe 


ae ` To overthrow this theory was the great object of the remainiag | i 
| four Vedantic Schools which preached bhakti or devotion, as 


ee ‘i against Jnana and Karman, as the means of deliverance and which 


| -insisted — on the reality of the world, both intelligent and non= 


ae 3 ey “intelligent, basing their arguments: on the same Upanisads on 
ee which S’arhkara and his school took their stand. 


‘The doctrine of Sarhkara, though of great merit from the aias » 


i “OE physt point DE view, was rather too elevated and too impersonal 


7 “for the ordinary people, who wanted something more definite and Oo 


i personal. No doubt S‘amkara in order to accommodate such people 
vate admitted ofa personal God; and popular belief attributes to him the — 
a introducton of the worship of the Pañcāyatana or the five gods oo 


2a _ together, so as to displease no one. But a god was aft er all of an oe 2 


se : ae and second-rate importance in his system. 


| Henco there a arose e Ramana a and the other Vaisnavite e Tea cadens ae 
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who introduced the cult of a, Seer God and devotion to hir r . 


adoration of him, which g gained great favour with the people. 


These preachers of bhakti thought it impossible that Maya and one 
| bhakti could go together, as the latter necessarily included love = | 
and as love can have place only if the lover and the beloved are 


real entities. Hence, Ramanuja, Vallabha and Madhva all direct 


their efforts to the refutation of the Maya doctrine and they 
sometimes go so faras to call Sarhkara a mere incarnation of the | 


Madhyamika or a disguised Bauddha. 


But to account for bhakti, it is not always necessary to give up 


the doctrine of absolute unity and its sequel, the doctrine of Maya; 


for we see that the santas of Maharastra have always taught bhakti 
and at the same time held the dortrine of Sarhkara; the well-known 
commentary of Jfianes’vara (about 1290 A. D. ) on the Gita is a 
striking illustracion of this fact ; And no one could have propounded | 


the doctrine of Māyā more vehemently and more successfully than 


Jnānes'vara and at the same time, no one could have been a more 

staunch and popular representative of the bhakti cult. And — 
this fact explains why the influence of Sarhkara’s doctrine still | PH 

holds great sway in the popular mind, in spite of the attacks made a 


against it by the other Vedanta Schools. 


| Of the teachers of these four Vedanta schools, the first in chronos ee 
“logical order is Ramanuja born in Saka 938, corresponding to 1016 : 
or 1017 A.D. Ramanuja in his youth livedin Kaficipura or Conjee- 


veram and afterwards, when he became a successor of Yamunacarya, 


he lived at S’rirangam near Trichinopoli, where he did his life's i 
work. Heis supposed to have died at the age of 120, in 1137 À. D. 


Next comes Nimbārka who is supposed to. have lived a few ae 
years after Ramanuja. The date of his death is probably 1162 eee o 
A.D" A Tailanga brāhmaņa by birth and thus’ southerner,he — ! 
“however lived at- Vrndavana_ near Mathura and his followers. ee | 
are scatt erad over the whole of northern India and exist in 1 large l ie ee 


numbers near Mathura and Bengal. 


S Madhya lived in the first three quarters of the 13th a a 
et 1197-1276 ), and his birth place is stated to: be Kallianpur in a | 
the Udipi Taluka of the district of South Kanara- perhete the | 
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$ g same as i Rajatapitha of the Madhvavijaya. The followers of 


Madhva’s doctrine exist in pretty large numbers in the Kanarese 
Districts of the Bombay Presidency, in the state of Mysore and 
on the western coast from Goa i to South Kanara; there are only 
a few adherents of this school i in Northern India. 


Last comes Vallabha who is ; supposed to have been born about 
| 1417 A.D. Hewasthe son of a Tailanga Brahmana, who lived ata 
| village named Kankarava inthe Telugu country. He was born while 
his parents were on the way to Benares on a pilgrimage. He lived 
at Vrndavana and at Mathura. Srikrsna and Gokula figure very 
prominently in his doctrine. His followers are found in very large 
numbers in Gujarat and in Northern India. 


< AT these four schools alike preached bhakti, ace presupposes 
OD personal God, and condemned the principle of māyā with equal 


= vehemence ; the chief differncese in their doctrine | relate to the 


: metaphysical or the properly philosophic part of the doctrine, that 
is to say, they are with reference to the nature of the relation | 


ya ue between the supreme spirit, the indidual soul and the inanimate E 


“We shall next indicate briefly the snilocophien! connections of | 


ie ee five schools of Vedanta,—which forms the main subject z 
a. matter of the present essay. 
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me from. itself and reabsorbing | 


M. TITHE FIVE SCHOOLS OF THE VEDANTA. 


THE DOCTRINE OF ŚAMKARA Aa S doctrine, which i 


usually known by the name of Kevaladvaita or absolute monism may 


be summed up in the four sanskrit words: ‘Sa wa amen,’ It is only | | 
intelligence, without form, without qualities, without any limita- 


tions of time, space or causality, that is real; and the unity which 
according to Sarhkara i is the substratum of all ‘ephemeral and 


empirical plurality, is itself without the slightest touch of — 


plurality ; it is unity absolute ; and as such the highest thought 


of humanity cannot go any further. The ereatest merit of Sarh-— 
kara’s system is his most successful attempt to reconcile the 
mutually contradictory texts of the Upanisads, in other words, 
to reconcile bold idealism, which ds the result of introspection, — 
with the realism which ruthlessly insists on,forcing itself upon 7 


us from outside. This he does by the introduction of maya in 


his system; or his dortrine has always two aspeets, esoteric and e ace 
_ exoteric, be it in reference to theology, or cosmology, or psychology. aes 
| ‘The world around us consists of souls of limited knowledge or. of — 
 non-sentient matter ; and if weonceadmitthe existenceofasupreme _ 
= spirit with unlimited powers and intelligence, omnipotent and _ 
omniscient, (as do all the schools of Vedanta and other orthodox 
schools also’), how can we explain the creation of souls of limited = — 
knowledge and of objects without intelligence, from this omni- 
scient spirit, except as the result of ignorance or nescience 
| which puts limitation on the unlimitsd intelligence | of. this 7 
| spirit? That there exists such ignorance is a fact not only men- 
tioned in the revealed texts, but isa matter of ordinary experience, K ie | 
aS when one gives a to one’s consciousness of one Signor, 
ance when one says ‘Iam ignorant’. If this consciousness is true, ee 
well, it is a proof of ignorance ; : if iti is not teue. SO much ttie, ee 
better proof it is of ignorance. 7 aes | 


‘Thus esotericlly the Brabman or hes supreme pare is sknowledge 5 
a or realisation itself, without qualification and without possibility Mae ee 
of change; exoterically, it is qualified, possessed of an infinite = 

| number of. auspicious attributes, capable of producing. this world ee ee : 
ni itself;—in brief, iti is isy vara. o 
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ue ae es T INTRODUCTION | 
- The exoteri ie ‘cbaniology, according to the nagarnl but erroneous — 
‘realism ( avidya ) in which we are born, considers the world as 
- real and can express its entire dependence on Brahman only by the © 
adoption of a myth, viz. creation of the world by Brahman, imply- 
ing thereby a temporal character for this creation. But this goes | 
against the doctrine that the transmigration of souls is without 
a beginning. To reconcile the two, Sarkara teaches that 
_ the temporal charactsr does not belong to the creation for 
ever; but that there are long periods for which the world 
is created and after which it is reabsorbed by Brahman, and 
that this succession of creation and reabsorption lasts for 


= eternity; so that no creation may be regarded as the first. 
This never-ceasing creation is a moral necessity, —it is neither for 


È God’s glorification nor for his particular amusement, noris it 


a created out of his love of manki nd. This explains the theory of 


Karman, and of the Samsara, which goes on endlessly as the sprout 
grows from the seed, which in its own turn grows from an earlier 


TA “aptont and SO On. 





-The aE sguwiolose however, says that all this is a mere = 


appearance of truth, The manifold world is only an illusion, 


ie “maya, a mirage ( mreatrsnika ), a dream; and the reality is to be 
ie attained not by reasoning (tarka), but by introspecitve realisation 
: a anubhava ). Ifyou return from this variegated world to the 


i: inmost recesses of of your soul ( atman ), you will be aware of 1 


S a reality which can very properly be deseribed as ‘ timeless, o 


spaceless, changeless.’ The same thing was said by Plato, accor- 


i ding to whom this world is a world of shadows and not of reali- 


ties ; and the same thing has been said by Kant to whom the world 


a is an appearance only, and not the thing in itself What was 


arrived at by intuition by Sarhkara and Plato, Kant has demon- 


ops a -strated by an analysis of the human mind, showing that the three 


7 essential elements of the outside world, viz. space, time and cau- 


eae sality, are not,—as we naturally believe them to be and asthe other | 
os OF thodox schools of Vedanta’ also. admit, —eternal fundamentals | 


ee of an “objective. reality, sh? merely subjective, innate, Peroeptual. a 


roe forms of our own intellect. | 


According to the esoterio , peyohology, the Jiva is "prakna - 


o teat in fall and ‘total ‘Possession. of eternity, ? omnipresence, 
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éiinistionée: eté., but these godly adele: lie contented arith 
it as the fire in the wood, and will appear only after the final 
deliverance. | Exoterically, this concealment of the divine 
nature is due to the external adjuncts ( upadhis )—the mind 


(manas), the sense-organs (indriyani), and the vital airs (pranah)- 


which form the subtle body ( Siksma Sarira ) The whole psy- 


chological apparatus together with Karman accompanies the soul | 


in all his migrations, without essentially infecting his gedly 


nature. These Upadhis of course form part of ae and are 


due to the avidyā which is innate in man. 


But whence comes this avidya, this primeval cause of onor 
ance, sin and misery? No satisfactory answer has bsen given to 


_ this question ; or rather the question itself must be regarded as 
inadmissible ; for causality cannet go farther than the Samsara 


and beyond it we know nothing. 


P 


From the conception of rewards in heaven and of punishments — > 
in the dark regions of hell, contained in the hymns of the Rgveda, 
there arose the theory of Samsara teaching rewards and punish- oe 

ments in the form ofa new birth on earth. The Vedanta thus — 


exoterically admits of a threefold division of men; those who 


perform good deeds, sacrifices &e. follow the path of the fathers s 


( pitr-yāna ) and are born again ; those who worship the qualified 


Brahman follow the path of gods ( devayana) andare on their way — 
‘to final deliverance: and lastly those who are evil-doers have a third 
place (trtiya-sthana ) reserved for them. EHsoterically, however, a 


the only reality is Brahman and the knowledge of it is Moksa. 


 Śamkara’ s system (as opposed to the Parinéma-doctrine ) | 
: maintains the Vivarta doctrine, according to which all effects are ee 
| only superimposed upon the cause, which alone is zeal. 


The well-known phrase ‘tattvamasi cannot be taken literatly. 
as: Vallabha does it, but. must be understood “by jahad-ajahat 7 
laksana. Thus tai literally means the Brahman with ominscience, 
omnipresence, absence of limitations; twam literally means the : : 
ivs with | ‘limited knowledge — and powers. and the | copula 


é 


| “asi > signifies the apposition or Samanadhikaranya of these t two. e 
Now. this is- not possible in the full literal sense ; what is — Sb wa 
| Ansotapetible in the connotations of thet two terms is therefore to be o 
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eee ( jahat) and what i is compatible i is to be caia a l 
= we arrive thus at the idea of‘ intelligence’ pure and simple, indivi- 
sible and without attr ibutes. | 


‘The philosophical part of a s doctrine may therefore 
be summed up as follows: — 


(1) All plurality is false or unreal, and superimposed upon 
One pure and eternal Brahman which is all—pervading ; and it is 
maya which makes us see plurality where there is unity and 
| which itself has no independent existence. 


"n ) The individual soul is really nothing but Brahman. 


s (3) Knowledge (in the form of the actual realisation) of the 
‘identity of these two is the only means of moksa. 

20h The practical part of the dodirine amounts to this :—Actions 
- must be performed ony to purify the mind so as to make it fit to 


e acquire the knowledg of this identity of Brahman and jiva; but 


afterwards they must be all given up, since without a complete 


ae : abandonment ( Sarnnysa) of all actions, Moksa is impossible ; for, 
4 : action (Karman) and knowledge (Jfiana) are opposed to each other 


vee a like darkness and light. This is what is called Nivrtti-mārga 
a (the path of renunciation), or Jnāna- nisthā (taking our stand on ae: 


> . - ; a | Tno leaga) 


OTHE DOCTRINE OF RAMANU TA: ~The n main idea which disting- 


| ie ‘dtahes the doctrine of Ramanuja from the rest of the Vedanta _ 


= schools is -that the individual souls and the inanimate world, 7 
“he essentially different i in themselves, form at the same time the body 


~~ and mode or attrilbute of the supreme spirit; and, as such, they are 


" incapable of an existence independent of the supreme spirit. This 
is what gives the doctrine its name of ‘Visistadvaita’ (non-duality 


ee qualified by duality’ or ‘the non-duality of the supreme spirit 


D which i is qualified by the individual souls and the inanimate world’). 


wae Thus what the ordinary body is to the individual soul, so are the 


i -intetligent and the non-intelligent worlds to the supreme spirit; and 


just as the body can nevér be essentially the same as the soul, so- 
ee the. c it and acit can never be essentially the same as the Brahman. | 
Ue Uh ie in this way that Ramanuja’s s doctrine reconciles the various _ 
oe. ta imenis i in the Upanisads, referri ing g to unity: and to o plurality, 
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- The Brahman or supreme spirit is the cause, both material and 
„efficient, of the universe, intelligent and non-intelligent; it is 
possessed of an infinite number of auspici ous attributes: OL AWRICRe a | 
omnisciene, omnipresence, omnipotence and bliss are the most Ey 3 es i 
essential. Unconditioned existence, eternal, limitless and uniform | , 
knowledge, and an absence of all limitations of time, space and ao 
causality, distinguish it from the individual souls and the inani- = = 0 4 
mate world as well. Brahmanis at the same time, absolutely : 
void of evil attributes and it is thus that Brahman is sometimes 
described as qualified and sometimes as non-qualified (cf. sūtra TIL 
2. 11 fŒ). The creation of the universe from Brahman is not a 
production of something new; it is only a change of attribute or con- 
‘dition. It is a mere modification of that which is subtle into that 
which is gross. Thus Brahman, having for its body and mode the — K 
cit and acit in their subtle condition, is the cause, while the same _ 
Brahman having for its body or mode the cit and acit ina STORE koe 
form is the effect. Similarly, the destruction of the universe is : 
-nothing but the becoming subtle of that which is gross. | 
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The individual soul is the Ao of consciousness or knower:’ oe ee 
and not mere consciousnessitself. It is, however, often called consel- 
—ousness, simply because consciousness is its essential attribute. Even D 
-in the state of dreamless sleep, though there is no cons sciousness 3 of ae 
| objects, still the sense of ‘T’ (ahamartha) persists. Knowledge is in- — 
tuitive by nature and does not necessarily depend upon the senses. 
| Bliss i is also another essential attribute of the individual soul It >- 
has also the power to act ( kartrtva ) which, according tothe 0. 
| sarhkhyas, belongs to prakrti and according to ‘Sathkara, to 
| Buddhi. — The individual souls, in the state of their pristine oe ey 
oo purity, possess all the auspicious qualities in common. with Bra ah po 
man (which is the reason why the. jiva is Dften described ae 
as being identical with Brahman); but they differ from it fn two. ee 
points: (i) they have no power whatsoever on the movements ee) 
-the world, whose creation and control belong exclusively t ee 
‘Brahman, and (i) they are atomic in size, while Brahman is alle oot eae 
= pervading. Being atomic in size the individual souls are ‘infinite! in o 
number and different for different bodies. Owing to ignorance, the = 
individual souls are conjoined to matter and thus in spite oftheir 
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3 nature of ee Gon whi a eens devotion (bhakti), bri ings the 
soul to liberation, when it is restor ed to its original purity and bliss. 
But even then, it does not lose its individuality. Thus ‘tat team ast 
_ does not mean that jiva is essentially and absolutely the same as _ 
Brahman, but the apposition is to be understood metaphorically as 
when we say ‘the jar is white’, ‘ chatah s'uklah ’, where the quality 
and the qualified stand in apposition with each other. Thus the 
jiva which is an attribute or mode of Brahman is Brahman in the 
sense that ié is very similar to it in nature or is part and parcel 


of it, 


| “The inanimate world, on the other hand, is also as real as the 
Brahe and the individual souls and is essentially distinct 
from both. At the same time, it forms an attribute of Brahman 
| and s0 cannot exist independenjly of it. 


Thus for Ramanvja, Brahman, cit ad acit are pases Sutities, 
i individually distinct from each other, all equally real, at the 


same time all forming a unity, in the sense in which the self and 
its body form a unity. 


- Ramanuja admits the parinama dortrine or the Sstkéryavada 


which maintains that the effect is nothing but a mcdification 


of the form of the cause, in which | itis already present. — 


So much for the philosophical part. The practical part may ts 
‘summed up thus: The devotion to Vasudeva is the only means of 
7 obtaining moksa. This bhakti is not knowlege, but the result of 
| knowledge; iti is not belief, which is at best a subsidiary preliminary 
to bhakti; it is not work, for work is selfish ; it is the intuition 


: or immediate presentation arising from a steady remembrance 
— ( dhruva smrgih ), uninterrupted like the flow of oil, a result of 


| meditation. Actions are necessary only for the origination of 
: knowledge, but no further. Thus, the function of- actions with 
oe Pae uai is secondary or subordinate as with Sarhkara. 


` Ramanuja’s TSR as with the other ‘Vedanta schools, is 


S; oF on the three- prasthānas, the Upanisads, the Bhagavadgita 
and the Brahmasitiras ; to which must be added the Visnupurana, 
oe ae which occupies: & very important place in his doctrine and from | 
ne : which the Sribhäsya quotes. very frequently, 
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THE DOCTRINE OF NIMBARKA—Accordingto Nimbarka, ee 


are only three principles or entities, cit ( the intelligent worlds | | 


acit ( the non-intelligent world ) and Is’vara (the Lord or the 


 Supreme-Spirit ), also called. by the significant names of bhoktr 
(the enjoyer, the Jiva ), bhogya ( the enjoyable, matter) and — 


_Niyantr ( the controller, ruler ). 


‘The cit or individual soul is ofthe nature of knowledge 
( Jnana-svariipa ); itis not the phenomenon of knowledge in 


the sense in which Sarkara understands it; in other words, the — 
_ Jiva is able to know without the help of the sense-organs and 
it is in this sense that words like ‘ prajniina-ghanah ’,‘ svayam- 
jyotth ', ‘ jnina-mayah ’ etc. as applied to Jiva are to be under- 
stood. The Jiva is a knower also; and he can be both knowledge 
and the possessor of knowledge at the same time, just as the sun 


is both light and the source of Tight. Thus the soul, who is know- 
ledge, and his attribute, knowledge, though they are both identical 


as knowledge, can be at the same time different and related = — 
as the qualified ( dharmin ) and the quality ( dharma ), just as the — g ae 
sun and his light, though identical as light (taijasa ), are still =| 
different from each other. Thus there is both a difference oe 
and a non-difference between the dharmin and the dhar Ma; 
and the extreme similarity between them implies, not neces- — 
sarily their absolute identity, but only a non-perception of T 
their difference. ait = na 
The Jiva is also Ego ( ahamatthah ). This Ego ener to 

persist not only in the state of deep seeep, ( because our conscious- 

ness immediate! y after getting up from sleep has the form ‘I slept — 

- happily’ ors I knew nothing’ ) but also in the s state of E beration. | 
It even belongs to the Parabrehman. Hence i it is that Krena refers | ae 


to himself so frequently in the first person in the Gita, of which 


as the chief object i is thus Purusottama, who i is. omniscient and at the : 
"same time non- -different from the Ego or Asmadar Eha: e 

© The Jiva is also essentially active ( kartr ). ‘This quality te ae 
a longs to it in all its conditions, even after release ( of. the Sūtra ae 
yt Le: 33). Those passages which deny this Kar triva of the soul. ) 

: only imply | that the kar triva is. ‘not independent ( Goatanira h. oS 
a The J Iva is 3 also enjoyer (Choker) eseentially, i in all i its s conditions: oS sale ne 
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| For ais iow ace and. activity, however, the Jiva depends 
on Hari; thus, though resembling Him in being intelligent and 


i knower, he j is at the same time distinguished from him by his 


dependence. This quality of dependence or of being controlled | 


io) Miyamyatva ) is the very nature of Jiva even in the state of 


release, just as Niyantrtva or the quality of being the controller, 
| forms the eternal nature of 'svara. 


7 The Ji iva is atomic in size; at the same time his attribute, 
knowledge, is omni-present, which makes it possible that he can 
experience pleasure and pain in any part of the body (cf. the 
-Sūtra II. 3. 25), just as, for instance, the light of a lamp can 
spread far and wide and illumine objects away from the lamp. 
= The J ivas are different and in different bodies, and so are infinite 
| in number. 


7 ‘The Tvs has his true form. " distorted and obscured owing to 
his contact with karman resulting from ignorance, which is begin- 


oe hot ning-less, but which can come to an end, by the grace of God, 
es , when his true nature is fully manifested. 





The acit or non-intelligent world is of three kinds: (i) 


on a-praketa or not-derived from Prakrti or the primordial matter, 
ae ~ such asthe sun-like refulgence of Is’ vara, his abode, his orna- — ) 


ments, etc; (il) prakrta or derived from Prakrti, consisting of the — 
three qualities of sattva, rajas and tamas, such as prakrti, mahat, — 
> aharhkara etc. (just similar to the twenty-four. principles of the 
| Samkhyas ); and (iii) Kala or time. The three categories in their : 


k subtle form are as eternal as the cit or the individual souls. 


: The third principle i is the Highest-self, the Brahman, or ‘Krsna. ; 
fe This K; sna is naturally free from all faults ( such as. ignorance, 


© egoism, passiop, hatred, attachment ), is the store of all beneficent : 


i attributes, i is adorable by all, has four forms or vyühas ( i, e. Väsu- 
| deva, Sarhkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha ) and appears under 
= various incarnations such as Matsya, Kūrma etc. This Brahman 
i e poth“ the Upūdāna (the material cause ) and the Nimitta ( effi- 


cient cause ) of the Universe. Tei is the material cause in the sense 


Š o o that it enables its natural Saktis ( capacities), viz. the cit aad the 


acit i in their subtle forms, te be manifested in gross forms; | and | 


moe itis: is 5 the efficient cause in the sense that ie the individual 
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souls with their respective fruits of actions and means of enjoyments. B 
Thus the creation of the universe is nothing but a manifestation i ino ee | 
a gross from of what was subtle before and is thus a sort of modifi- — 
cation or Parinama. To say that the universe is only superimposed _ 3 
on the Brahman and hence an illusion ( Vivaria ) is against i 
all resason; for it is only a thing actually existing elsewhere, that 

can be superimposed upon another thing where it does not so exist. 


What is the mutual relation between these three principles, cit, he 


and acit, and Brahman described so far? It cannot be absolute a 
identity or non-distinction, because it would contradict those pass- ! 
ages in the Upanisads which speak of a difference between them: | | 
and it would involve a mutual confusion of the nature and attri- | 4 
butes of these three principles, although they are distinct from 
each other. Nor can the relation be one of absolute difference; for j | 
that would go against such passages as ‘tattvamast’ , aham brahma- eee | 
smi’, ‘Sarvam vai khalvidam brahma’ ete. and besides, Brahman, if- s | 
it is quite distinct from cit and acit, would cease to be all-perva- | | 

coe! 


ding and all-ruling and would become as limited in character as the 
cit and acit. N or can we say that it is non-difference which exists = 
in reality and that the difference we see is all dueto Upadhis orlimi- = = 
ting adjuncts; for, in that case, Brahman would cease to be pure and 
_ would be susceptible to the faultes of the Upadhis;it would experience _ 
; pleasure, pain, hatred ete. i and it would undergo modifications, 
all which is contrary to its real nature. Hence the truth is thatboth — 
To Pee the difference and the non-differnce are equally real. The cit and acit o o 
ees o ATB: different from Brahman, in-as-much asthey are described bythe oy 
So wee Sruti as possessing attributes and capacities distinct from. those of ee 
Brahman; at the same time they are non-different from Brahman i ins ese 
the sense that they are absolutely dependent on it and cannot hayes ee | 
an independent existence by themselves. Thus bhed® or difference eee, 
| | means the possibility of an existence, which is separate, at the same a oeie] 
time dependent ( para-tantra-satta-bhiwvah ), while a-bheda or non= ssid 
difference means the impossiblility of an independent existence ae 
~ ( svatants -a-satta-bhavah ), Thus in the sentence | ‘tattvamasi’, the a 
one word tat signifies the Brahman which is- omniscient, omnipotent, Sea 
= of independent existence, the self of all; the word tvam signifies the =i. ee 2 
individual soul which depends for its exi istence upon the Brahman; 
o anid the word a asi is the arie signifying the relation of tho two o 
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which i is . difference, not indoncctent with ee and which 7 
can be illustrated by the relation between the fire and its sparks 


or by that between the sun and his lustre. 


3 To attain. deliverance, the jiva has to commence with a somet 
l submisión to the Paramātman, or Prapatti, whose six constituents 
are:—a resolution to yield ( dnukilyasya samkalpah ), the avoidance 
of opposition ( pratiktilyasya varjanam), afaiththat God will protect 


= -( raksisyatiti vis‘vasah ), acceptance of him as saviour ( goptrtva- 


_ varanam ), throwing one’s whole soul upon him (&maniksepah ), and 
-a sense of helpessness ( ka@rpanya ). God’s grace extends itself to 
_ those who are possessed of these six constituents of prapattt, i. e. 
who are prapanna; and by that grace is generated bhakti consisting 
_ of special love for him, which ultimately ends in the realisation 


ee - (stksatkdra) of the Paramatman. Fora devotee, the knowledge of the 
following five things is quite necessary:—(i) the nature of- the 

_ supreme soul, (ii) the nature of the individual soul, (iii) ,the fruit | 

~. Of God’s grace or Moksa ( which is an uninterrupted realisation of 
the nature and attributes of Brahman, following from the absolute 
destruction of all actions and the consequent extinction af all ne- 
science ), (iv) the feeling of enjoyment consequent on Bhakti and 


eo (v) the nature of the obstacles in the way ofthe attainment of God, __ i 


-such as regarding the body and the mind as the soul , depending on 


: ‘some one who is neither God nor the preceptor, neglecting their | 


commands, and considering God a as nothing more than an ordinary 


a o 


7 Thus we see that the doctrine of N imbarke tins very much in 
common with that of Ramanuja; both regard the difference as. 


welll as the non-difference as real. But, for N imbarka, difference 
and non-difference are on the same level, they co-exist and have 
the same importance; while for Ramanuja, non-difference is the 


| principal; it is qualified by difference, which is thus subordinate to 
it Another technical distinction between the two doctrinesi isthat 


oe according to Ramanuje, the cit and acit, which form the body | 
oS of the Brahman, are regarded as ltstatt ributes ( Vis'esana or prakira ), 
and hence, the name Visistadvaita, which i is explained as ‘theunity _ 
ee ; of Brahman qualified by cit and acit? ( cidaċidvis’ istaparames’va- 
vo radvaita ); but the school of N imbarka refuses to admit this; for 
ced being: a body. does not necessarily 1 mean n being an „attribute, and be- 
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“sides the idea is impossible in itself. An attribute is by its nature 
meant to distinguish the thing that possesses the attribute from an- 


-other- which -is without it; but in the- present case there is 
- nothing from which the citand acit should distinguish the Brahman — 


of which they are attributes*. * And if the cit and acit are both 
different and non-different from Brahman, it is ridiculous to say 


at the same time that there is unity of Brahman qualified by on | 
| and acit. 


THE DOCTRINE OF MADHVA The ace of Madhva, purely 


dualistic in character, insists on the absolute and eternal difference 


between Brahman, jiva and jada. Madhva denies even Brahman’s 
being the material cause of the universe, a point clearly established 
in the Brahmasitras and the very fantastic and forced manner in 
which he interprets many of the sutras leaves no doubt about the 


fact that he would have even set aside the sitras altogether, but 


that their uncontested suthoritativencss ` ‘prevented him from 
| doing SO. 


Snel opposition i to. the pure or. e-quatified Monism of other Vedanta | | ne 
ie chools, Madhva pr opounds the five eternal distinctions, the- clear , 7 1 

_ understanding of which alone can lead to Moksa the distinction 8 89 
between God and the individual soul, between God and the inani- 


mate world, between one individual soul and another, between — 


the individual soul and the inanimate world and finally pouer? 
one inanimate object and another. | 


God, according to Madhva, possesses an infinite. sae ber ‘of 


: qualities: His chief functions are eight : creation, protection, dis- 
7 solution, controlling all things, giving knowledge, manifestation . 
-of himself, involving the individual souls in the knowledge of tha E 
-world and deliverance. His form is made up of knowledge ad | 
K joy, he is independent of everything and remains one in the midst o 


: of different forms. 


The individual souls are all distinct from God enh distinct 


from each other individually, innumerable, going through aota 
7 succession of existences and characterised by, ignorance. or “other : eae ta 


Aefects. 


tment ean tenia armas are wt bomen tee EEE ites tnemangnasnenteerremrereertaictmeretn roma i ete 


* see. Vedantatatteabodha (Chowkhamba Sanskrit series No. 123, BPs sas 
“also Tattvasiddhantabindy, both by Anantarama = es 


Ghats, Yodan, 5, 
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. The worldis created from Prakrti, whichis ever gna from the 

- supreme soul, who is thus only the efficient cause but not the mate- 

pial cause of the universe; for, it is against reason to suppose that 

the non—int telligent world can be produced from a being that is 
: intelligent. | 


Moksa i is attained by the direct knowledge or EEN of Hari. 
Some of the means necessary for this direct knowledge are:— 
( Vairtigya) aversion to the enjoyments of this world or the next, 
the possession of equanimity (Sama), self-control and other virtues, 
acquisition of knowledge from the Guru, self-surrender (Sarandgati), — 
love of God ( Paramitma-bhakti), resigning every act to Hari, | 
knowledge of the five distinctions mentioned above, etc. Even in 
- Moksa, jiva cannot be one with Brahman. | 
Then again the bhoktr (the enjoying self), the bhogya ( the 
` objects of enjoyment), and the niyämaka (the controlling Supreme - 
Spirit ) are three entities eternally distinct and all equally real. 


ae . Thus Madhva always lays stress on those passages of the Upanisads 


which clearly proclaim the difference between Brahman and _ 


 jiva-—such as S’vetis’vatara 1.6; 4.5; 4.6; Mundaka 3.1.2 ete. 
_ While those passages referring to non-difference are explained 
ee away by him in various ways. Thus ‘tatvamast > means * {vam 





y tadiyah asi or ‘tvam tasya asi ‘thou art P ‘Ayam Gima Brahma’ 


3 may Þe a description of jiva, meaning ‘this individual soul grows- 


Or advances’ (vardhana-s‘ilah), or a description of Brahman mean- 
Ing: ‘Brahman i is this that pervades’ (Atma atansilah), or it may bea 


a. mere eulogy of jiva, or the sentence may be meant for meditation, 


or. finally it may be nothing but a statement of the Pūrvapaksa of. 


| the exponent of the Māyā-doctrine. In the same way, a passage 
a like ‘brahmavid brahmaiva bhavati’, ‘one who knows Brahman be- 


| comes brahman itself’, only means that in the condition of Moksa 
= the individual soul in question becomes similar to Brahman, 
owing to his freedom from misery ete., and thus is ‘to be under- 


; -stood i in a metaphorical sense as in ‘pure hito, yam raja samnorttah,’ 


this priest has become a king’, and notlike astatement in ordinary 


T ~ language. -Moroever, it ‘cannot be said that jiva and Brahman are 


aS different in Sarhsara, but become non-different after Moksa; ; for : 


k à a what: are different can never be non-different and vice versa. So also - 
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that Brahman is unsurpassed and without a parallel and that it 
pervades the whole world, but not that the world is non-different from 
Brahman. * Mrtyoh sa mrtyum dpnoti ya tha nāneva pas'yati? does 
not imply a condemnation of the perception of plurality, but at is 
a censure against those who hold that there are many momentary oe 
cognitions, instead of one eternal knowledge ; ; just as for instance, 

‘asad evedam agra ūsīt ’ only states the view of the Nihilist for 
being refuted further on. Duality alone can be the truth, argues | 
the dualist, for we everywhere see nothing but pairs or things in 
twos, e.g. knowledge and ignorance, merit and demerit, man 
and woman. So also Brahman and jiva or Brahman and prakrti. 
must be two entities and never identical with each other. 


THE DOCTRINE OF VALLABHA :—The doctrine of Valla sbha is 
called ‘ Suddhadvaita’ i. e. the unity of Brahman which is pure — bee Ted 


or free from Maya. Thus the jivd and the inenimate world are l 
essentially the same as Brahman, without involving any idea of es, | 
Maya. According to Sathkara, for instance, the Brahman can = 
create this world only when itis conditioned by Maya;butac = = 





| cording to Vallabha, it is Brahman, pure and simple, and without E ne ue 
any connection with Maya, that can create the Universe. Le 





The jiva is non-different from Brahman, atomic in size (cf. — 


sie IT. 3.194) and a part of Brahman ( of. Sūtras IL. 3.43). Te 
s produced from Brahman in the sense in which sparks sre = — =< 


| produto’ from fire; the jiva is a mainfestation of Brahman. itself, i 
- with the attribute of bliss obscured. Thus it is as eternal and real. . 





C eee Brahman and production in its case means only a mani- | 
a a 3 festation ( avirbhava ). The Jiva is either (i ) suddha (pure iF “ n 5 | ; | 
when its qualities such as greatness ( aiŝvarya ) are nct obscured ee | 

by contact with the avidya ( ignorance ), or ( it ) sarhsirin, when | 

Sen ae Ae ie In the bondage of avidyā and experiences bith, death BHO ae a 
po owing to its connection with the subtle and gross bodies, or (ii Jee a l 
poa Se mukta, when it becomes free from bondage, by means of vidya. | 


‘The jiva, though atomic can pervade the whole body by virtue of oo 

its quality of intelligence ( caitanya), just 25 sandal-wood can by its oe 

fragrance make its existence known even. where it / does not exist o 
leE Sutras II, 3. 25, 26, 23). ee ve 


‘The inanimate world or prapafica i is salo essentially. Tia oo 
= Brak maka » with: the > quslities c of intelli igence : Leattanys: i : os 
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| and bliss ( ananda ) obscured, aad thug poss essing the one quality 
of existence ( Suftra ). Tt is at ‘the | same time created from 
Brahman ( Brahma-kūrya ) in the- sense that Bra shman itself is 
‘manifested in the form of the gross world. Thus the creation and 
destruction of objects in this world mean — only the manifestation 
( Gvirbhava ) and disappearance ( firobhdva ) of the Bhagavat in 
those forms: and when Brahman appears as a product 
and as capable of being experienced ( anwbharayogya ), the 


world is created ; but when it goes back to its causal form and- 


-ceases to be the object of ordinary experience, the world is destroy- 

ed. The world is, therefore, as eternal and real as the Brahman 

‘itself, its creation and destruction being nothing but the powers 

: ( gaktis ) of Brahman. It is neither illusory nor essentially dif- 

| ferent from the Bhagavai. ee ao 

: Everything being Brahman, we must find the forms of all 
o in everything.” Thus for instance, in a jar, anything like 
| patatua or the nature of a cloth may manifest itself by the will of 


ee God; butasa matter of fact, all these have diseypeored (tirddhiita) 

“Send it is only ghatatva, ‘the nature of a pot’, that is manifest 
ae ( Gvirdhiita ) and so a jar cannot, for the time being, serve the pur- 
o pose of a cloth. - | | 


From this it follows that the relation between cause and. effect 


ig absolute unity. That form of Bhagavat, in which another mani- 


| : fests itself i is the cause, e. g. clay ; ; and the other form manifested 
is the effect, e g. pot: Thus ‘ Barvam-khalv-idam-5rahma has to 


: be understood in a literal sense. 
“But the infatuating ignorance affects the jiva and, for him, 


ae endows the real and actually existing world with illusory or un- 
real forms. While the world is real, it is only its experience’ 


r ¢ pratiti ) which i is erroneous, Just as, for instance, to a man in a 


boat i in motion, the trees on the bank, though steady, appear to be l 


in motion, but i in the cognition of 3 the moving trees, it is only the 


ae movement that i is illusory, while the forms of the trees are real, in 
ee the same way, the world which has objectiv ity for us, but which 
is essentially of the nature of Bhagavat and so purely subjective, — 
. is real i in form, but it is only the objectivity with which the jiva 
e endows the world that j is unreal and projected by ignorance. ‘Thus — 
ae this prapatien, which i is teal, appsaret to bei in a. three, different forms = 
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to three different kinds of persons: (i) to those who have become | 
Brahman, it appears as pure Brahman; ( ii) to those who have 7 
got the right knowledge by | means of the Sastras, it appears as- 
endowed with both subjectivity ( Ri ahmadhar man ) and objectivity "es 
( Mayadhar man ), at the same time with a clear discrimination : 


between the real character of the former and the unreal character 


of the latter ; as for instance, a grown up person seeing a piece of 


cloth appearing green, owing to his own green spectacles, perceives 
the reality of the form of the cloth and the unreality of the green- 


ness which does not really belong to the piece of cloth; GiH 
finally, to- those without knowledge, the prapafica appears aso 
i endòwed with both these forms, but without any discrimination, as, 
for instance, a child with green spectacles takes the greenness of © 


the cloth to be as real as the cloth itself. Thus all the difference or 


plurality i is in the matter of the perception ( pr atiti) of the prapafica, 
but none at all in the matter of its form (svgriipa). To say that — 

the prapatica, itself is unreal and at the same time to say that | ee ae 
is identical with Brahman, is against all reason, since relation OF ee 
identity cannot possibly exist between a real thing and an unreal oF a | 


Bia (of, Sūtra IT, 1, 14). 


` The Brahman is one, eternal, omniscient, omipotent, possessed 5 
of an infinite number of attributes, and essentially of the nature of Pa: 
sat ( existence ), cif ( intelligence ) and nanda (bliss). It is 
n Suddha ( pure ), i. e. never contaminated by connection with Miya. i 


It is possessed of ais'varya (marvellous power ) wh ich makes every- 
i thing possible. for it and even things mutually opposed can - co- 


-exist in its case. Thus both kinds of passages, those which des- Ko 


cribe the Brahm an as qualified. ( savis esa ) and those. which des- 


cribe it as non-qualified ( nirvis'esa ) are equally true with regard a 
o toit Or, the denial of attributes refers to the aigr ibutes ce non- ana 
intelligent world ( prakrta ) from which Brahman is free; while ne 
the affirmation of attributes refers to the infinite number of mar- a 
vellous. ‘powers which it. possesses - and thus establishes that ‘the Ao 


Brahman į is extra-ordinary ( jagad- vilaksana Pe Brahman manifests 


_ itself at its own will, as fiva or jada, simply for the purpdse - of w 
ee sport, without. undergoing any change in essence, as when, for o 


k instance, a serpent forms itself into coils (ef Sittra TH, 2, Qty 


Thus the Brahman i is bot th the material and the efficient cause of of oo 
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the universe (notice in this connection the explanation of the 
3 Sūtra I, 1,4): andthe objections on the ground of partiality and 
| cruelty belonging to Brahman, owing to the diversity of fortune 
and the miseries to be met with in this world, objections which 


-~ can be raised only on the assumption of a difference of nature 


between Brahman and jiva, have no place in Vallabha’s doctrine. 

i The Brahman has three forms, (i) the highest divine form 
A adhidaivika ) as Krsna or Purusottama, possessing an infinite 

~ number of auspicious attributes, attainable by a devotee (bhakta ) ; 
(41) the aksara form ( adhyitmika ),in which all the attributes 

| have become non-menifest and which alone is attainable by a sage 

_ (jatGnin ), and (iii) the antaryāmin form as seen in the difierent in- 
i carnations or avataras of Visnu. 

-= Now, what is the relation between Brahman, the jiva and the 

| Jada ? It is one of pure identitye one that exists between a part 


Ct ams'a ) and the whole ( avius’in ). For Vallabha, it is non-difference 


(abheda) alone that is real ( vdstavika), while all difference is 


= simply for the sake of sport, in opposition to both Ramanuja and 
= Nimbarka. According to these latter, though both difference 





and non-difference are theoretically equally real (vastavika), itis 


CU ‘difference only that is real, while the non-difference is accounted 
Ph for by the similarity of nature between Br ahman & end jiva or by 


the relation of dependence between the two ( niyamya-niyantrtvea ). 


oes “Thus the. phrase ‘iat tvam asi’ is literally true according to 


on the rest. 


Vallabha, whereas it has to be understood metaphor ically by all- 


The Moksa, which consists in the absolute cessation of all 


S misery and the experiencing of the bliss which was observed in 
a the condition of Sarhsāra, can be attained by two means, bhakti 
= (devoti mn) and jfiana (knowledge). Of these the former is 
= a superior, since iè leads to the realisation of the divine form of- 

a Brahma an as Krsna or Purusottama, i in which the Anandarhéa i is at 


a its best ; while the latter is inferior, as it leads to the realisation 


© oF the second or non-determinate. form of. Brahman where the 
oe Anandarméa is of an inferior order. Bhakti itself is of two degrees, 

i Maryadabhakti and Pustibhakti. In the former, the devotee atiaiie | 

~ Moksa by the practice of means ( stidhana ) on his own part, such 
oe as, the disciplines and restraints laid down in the Sastra, 3 which 





EE produce ; an aversion to worldly things or r worship and prayer of ie Oa 
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the Bhasavat Th the latter ee this is the higher kind of 
bhakti—the devotee, without having 


depends upon nothing but pure and ae love of Him ; his goal 


is only the service of Hari; his highest pleasure is to become one : 


of the associates of Hari and to sport with him in the celestial 
Vrndavana. This Pustibhakti is the privilege of only him whom 


Bhagavat is pleased to favour; it begins with preman which re- _ 


moves a liking for anything but Hari, and passing through 


asakti which produces a positive aversion to objects. not con- 


nected with Hari, culminates in ngas ana or entire devotion to 
Hari. 


“Tn addition to the three prasthanas (en the Upanisads, the 


Bhagavadgita and the Brahmasiityas ), the Vallabha school has a 
fourth one, i.e. the Bhagavata, passages from which are very 


often adduced in the Vallabha-bhasya. 


(1) that Brahman is the supreme cause of the universe; 


(2 ) that Brahman is all~pervading and eternal ; | 


3) that the Upanisads i in the first instance and the Brahma- a 
_-giitras and the Gita are the basis of their doctrines ; ae | 


i ( 4) that in supersensuous and purely metaphysical matters 
| _ like Brahman, the scriptures are the first authority — 
- and reasoning is to be accepted as long as it does not | 


go against the Revelation; reasoning has a jūris- o 


diction over them, but owing to its Tmitations, the 
> Revelation i is the final court of appeal ; ae 


( 5 ) that actions are subordinate to knowledge. or devotion; i 


they are efficacious only for the purification of the 
mind or as a preparation for the right path, | renun- 


i . ciation of- them being quite necessary for final 
- beatitude ; eR $ 


y ( 6) that deliverance from this beginningless s sarhsara is the 


final n 


recourse to any sādhanas, 


Thus we see that these five aaoo of Vedanta. agree in eo 
- holding a, | 
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‘S’amkara’s doctrine is distinguished from the rest in-as-much as | 
ao ) he admits Maya, which the other four schools agree in 
| pretending to discard ; : n 
(2) he insists on a a as e oe means of Moksa; : 
while the rest insist on bhakti or devotion. 


‘The four Visnuite schools alike maintain 
(1) that Bhakti is the means of attaining Moksa; E 
o i i 2) that Brahman i is Isvara, possessed of an infinite number 
of auspicious attributes ; | 
K 3) that the individual souls and the inanimate world are 
all as real as Brahman itself; 
{4 ) that their individual Mistinctions can never as com- 
isco pletely lost; — 
| i 5 ) that the individual couls are atomic, infinite { in number, 
all possessed of the ave ibutes of knowing and acting. 


The school of Madhva sands apart in that 
Gl ) it maintains absolute duality, while all the -rest A to 
es : reconcile duality and unity in one way or another; 
© (2) it holds that Brahman is only the efficient cause and 
not the material cause of the universe ; while all the 
| rest agree in holding that it is both; and that 
af 3) consequently its admission of the authority of the 
| Upanisads and - Siitras in particular is rather in 
nee theory than in practice. 


VAs for the mutual relations of the three entities of Brahman, 
| “eit and acit, each of the five schools has its own doctrine, which 
ae has given each its distinctive character and name. 


o eia eraann tigen. sae | 











(CHAPTER i 
GEN ERAL OUTLIN E 


‘The word Vedanta signifies literally in Sanskrit ‘end of the 


Veda’; in common use, however, the word is used with reference - 
to the concluding portions of the Vedic literature, known also as — 
Upanisads. The name Vedanta is applied to all the five systems 


of philosophy, going under the names of Sarnkara, Ramanuija, 


_Nimbarka, Madhva and Vallabha, because all these five systems 


alike lay claim to their being specially and directly derived from 


the Vedanta. Really speaking, the other five orthodox schools _ 


also pretend to derive their support from the Upanisads. — ‘Thus, 


for example, the Nyāya and VaNéesika schools quote passages j 


from the Upanisads in support of their particular dogmas, espe- 


cially when they are treating of the nature and attributes of the | oe 
soul, or of the difference of nature bet ween Isvara.and the inani- oe 
mate world. Above all, the Sarnkhyas, a very old and influential re 
school, many of whose dogmas have been accepted even by the __ a 
Vedanta, and whose general influence is clearly seen throughout aS 


the philosophical literature of India, are seen to make a very 
great use of passages from the Upanisads, though it must be 
noticed here that even according t to themselves, their main-stay 


is not the Upanisads, but reasoning pure and simple. It is quite 
evident from the fact that all the Vedānta writers take great 

_ pains to refute the Samkhya doctrine, especially to show that | 
. those particular passages which are quoted by the Sarhkhyas. in 
their own support, if properly and rightly interpreted, lend | the 

oo least support to their doctrine. We cannot, of cqurse, speak of | 
-the heter odox schools like the Bauddhas and Jainas i in this con- ~ 


nection ; because, ali though from the very nature of the Upanisads, 
a support can be found in them for the most varied | doctrines © 


possible, and, as a matter of fact, a number of passages may be- ou 

pointed out which would be favourable to the Buddhistic doctrine, | | : To 
< still these schools never lay even the most distant claim to their 
being derived fr om the Upanichde | not only è that, but e they even 
i  Airoctiy oppose their Pa o 
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YN seers ace the term Vedanta applies only to the Uttara- 
- mimarhsa and the various schools which it comprises; and there 
are solid reasons for this restricted application of the term. First 


| Of all, no other school makes as much use of the Upanisads, as 


does the Uttara-mimarhsa ; « every small item of their doctrine 
‘must be based upon and fully illustr ated by passages from the 
_Upanisads: The most important reason, however, is that accord- 
ing to them Sruti or the Revelation is the highest authority, nay, 
in fact, almost the only means of arriving at right knowledge ; 

and this follows, they say, from the very nature of the subject 
they have to deal with. For, in fact, the chief aim of philosophy, 


according to the Uttara-mimarhsa, is to find out the truth about 


2 the nature of the world, of its cause, of the soul, about the mean- 


es Ing of birth and death, in a word, to arrive at that right know- 


ledge which would bri ing aboutt the highest, eternal bliss. Reason, 
_. pure and simple ( s‘wska-tarka ), would not help us in the least to 


ar ; achieve this end. Indeed, truth can be only one and not many J 
H poe while reason, being subjective brings us to several and divergent 
ee conclusions regarding the truth for which we are making a 
séarch. And there is no means of deciding whose reasoning is 
: “more correct, because each reasoner apparently pretends to 
Cae be infallible and to follow the scientific canons of panes 





Thus \ we have to resort to Sruti or the revealed scriptures; and 


| 2 reasoning, being only subordinate, is valid only as long as it 
ae conforms to the Sruti. Moreover, reasoning, apart from the ridi- 


< culous variety of conclusions to which it may lead in accordance 


ie with the nature and prejudices of the person reasoning, is very. 


limited in its, scope and cannot take us to the end of our enquiry. 


: . Tt can proceed only to a certain stage and then we have to make 


| certain assumptions. - Well, why not then assume what is tora 


e t authoritatively i in the Sruti ?- 


Thusiti is that the term Vedanta is restr ioted to “Whe Uttara- S 


a i mimarasa only, in distinction from Sarhkhya and Nyaya, which | 


: take their main stand on tar ha OF reasoning end resort to Sruti 


a only where convenient. The Upanisads, are beyond question 
the highest authority as far as the Vedanta and the schools which 


oe claim this name are concerned. But this is not the only autho- = 


ae a rity. T reasoning is set aside or rather | subordinated, because w | 
en is many-faced ice e leads t to > conclusions, mutually opposed b the | 
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Case is not in any way better with the Upanisads. From their 


very natures, one and the same passage can be interpreted in more 


than one way; and moreover, there are pass ages which are 


opposed to each other in ‘their purport. Thus for instance, in one 
place it is said that there was existence in the beginning; in? 
another place it is said that there was non-existence in the begin- 
ning. In one place it is said that allis intelligence, which is one and ni 


unique ; in another place, on the other hand, there is a reference 


to two persons, one of whom eats and the other only looks on. 
Once it is said that Brahman created Akāsa or the element of 


ether to begin with ; again it is said that Brahman first created 
tejas or the element of light. If truth is one,—and it is. this as- 


sumption which is at the root of all philosophical controversies— 
what shall we do with such mutually contradictory passages? ai 
There were many attempts made to evolve a system from 


the complex and varied passages of the Upanisads, and the one. 
attempt which has come down to us is embodied in what is 


known as the Brahma-sitras, traditionally attributed to Bada- a ee 
rayana or Vyasa, believed to be the same as the author of the — 


Mahābhārata, We have said that there were many more of such 


attempts before; and there are some good reasons for a 


In. the collection of the Sūiras before us, we find several 


times references to other writers and to their views on some 


important dogmas. Thus, for instance, in the  Adhikaraņa 6, 
of Adhyāya I, pada 4, ( sūtras 19-22 ), the question is raised, how, 
‘in the Br. U. 4,5, 6, the individual soul which is first spoken 
| of i in its peculiar nature as being the one for whose pleasure 
- everything i is ultimately dear, is in just the next s sentence spoken, 
of as the Highest Self that is to be meditated upon, and realised. 
This identification is explained i in several ways and not less than © 
three views have been referred to. According: to Asmarathya, 


: ‘this is an indication of the fulfilment of the promise made in the > i as ae 


| subsequent sentence that by the knowledge of the self everything — 
a without exception becomes: known. For, otherwise, if the indivi- 
: dual soul is different from Brahman, how i is this promise possibile? 
= According to Audulomi, however, the reason for the identification 


- Sopa question i is that really the individual soul which- Toses- its 
ool parity of f nature by contact with the limiting adjuncts such aR 
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the body, the sense-organs etc., regains its purity by the practice 


eee of such means as knowledge and meditation etc., and thus becomes | 
se identical i in nature with Brahman, in the course of its going up 
oe from this body. Finally according | to Kasakrtsna, it is the 


-Paramatman himself who becomes the individual soul, when pro- 
| ceeding to evolve name and form; and so the identification is 
quite justifiable. Many more instances of this kind could be 
= pointed out. But, although there may have existed other similar 


oR collections of sitras, the only one available to us is the one by 
| Badarayana. Thus in addition to the Upanisads, the Brahma- 


stitras form the second great authority for the Vedanta schools. 
A Sititra-collection as the source and authority of a philosophical 


doctrine is not peculiar to the Vedanta alone; for we know that 


the other five orthodox schools also, all of them, claim to be based 
upon Sitra-collections attributed to some sage of mythical fame, 


sa ee supposed to be the orginator of the doctrine in question. 





Besides these two, the Upanisads aud the Sūtras, all the 
E  Vedanta-systems claim to have the authority of the third great 
fountain of knowledge, so popularly known as the ‘Srimad-bhaga- 
es - -vad-gita, ’ or “ the song of the Lord’. Each of the five schools of 
the Vedanta believes, that its own particular doctrine is the 


=- only one contained, not only in the Upanisads and the Sūtras, 
but also in the Gita. Thus the Upanisads, the Sūtras, and the 


A Bhagavad-gītā are known as the three ‘ prasthānas’ or starting 
points from which proceed the different Vedanta-doctrines and — 
ae each of the so-called founders of the systems has written com- 

=  mentaries on the Upanisads, at least the principal ones, the 


a sls and the Bhagavad-gita, Of these, we are here only con- 
Be sen with tHe commentaries on the Brahma-sūtras. z 


If the Upanisads by reason. of their very nature, in iai they — 


k fas contain free thoughts and attempts at guess sing the truths, most 
ae freely expressed, without the ‘slightest notion of systematising, 
ee cantbe interpreted in more than one way, the sūtras present ina 
GU UR, still greater degree this character. In fact, they are very 


‘brief notes rather than sentences, consisting ofas few words 


fe oe possible, many words having to be supplied from the context; | 
“aos there is: thus the greatest scope for the ingenuity of. the com- 


a mentator, who can veonordtnely i find i in them whatever ideas he eo 





ye 
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wants them to convey. ‘The site ferns in india presents a 

phenomenon met nowhere else. The desire to express as much 
meaning as possible in as few words as possible and to provide 
most convenient and compressed manuals, which could be _ 


easily committed to memory and, at the same time, which 


could ‘easily bring to the mind a complete sense by apply- 
ing to them as it were certain keys of interpretation, was some- _ 
times carried too far, so that instead of attaining the 
intended purpose it often produced the contrary results. Thus, 
for instance, we have a number of unintelligible, apparently | 
meaningless word-groups, which cannot be understood at all — 


without the help of a voluminous commentary, which, after all 
may not represent properly what was really meant by the writer 
of the stitras. The extreme instance of this stitra-style is provid- 


ed by the Astadhyayi or the sŭtras on grammar by Panini, which © 
make almost an impossible reading,for the uninitiated. Thedesire 
for brevity weighed so much with the Indian mind that the saving => 
of one word was regarded as a greater reason for joy than even — < AAE 
the birth of a son. Fortunately, the sūtras of Bādarāyaņa, with apia 
which we are here concerned, are much more intelligible and 


much less brief, especially as there are no technical terms 


 Samjids and canons of interpretation ( paribhasas ) specially 
-crested for the purpose. Still, they are in themselves, quite 
sufficient tO give rise toa number of interpretations. Nothing 


will give a better idea of what a sūtra is like than the traditional 


definition of a sūtra, quoted by the great dualistic Vedāntin ae 
Madhvacarya in his introduction to his commentary on -the ooo 
| sitras on: “question. Te runs thus: m~ 


ai aaka ! i ae 
arabe pa gaat eet 
(p. 10 Madhvabhasya, edited by Cencalray Palle, at Madr as, , 1900 0) 


“Ty should contain as few letters as possible, dł should be : 
a decisive, not leaving any doubts as to what it means, it should A 
7 -contain the essence, it should be comprehensive on the topie it gg inoia 

= touches, it should not contain any explanations or § supplementary oe 

re ‘syllables as for instance in a chant or song, and it should. be free a 
ae from any fault. r One cannot help remarking here that the re second o 

















ee eo a Tae VEDANTA 

of ele ERER i. e. ‘not ken any doubt, is hardly fulfilled 
by any of the siittra-collections available ; and that the adjective 
* Pig" vatomukham.’, if understood to mean ‘ omni-faced ’i. e. capa- 


- ble of being interpreted i in various senses ad libitum, is best ap- 
plicable to many of the Stiitras, 


Besides this very nature of the siitra-literature in general, 


age there are several reasons which facilitate the putting of different 


interpretations on the individual sttras, and the deducing of 


different systems from the collections as a whole. Thus for in- 


stance, it is very difficult to decide which sūtras contain the 
- piirvapaksa or the prima facie view, and which, the Siddhanta or 
the author’s view. Thus in pida3 of adhydya Il, adhikarana 
= 13, stitras 19-28 are interpreted by Śamkara as representing the 
| parva-paksa view according to,which the jiva is anw or atomic in 


size; while sūtra 29 formulates the Siddhanta, viz. that the jiva 


: is not really atomic ( anu ) but that it is all-pervading ( vibhu ); 


Pare and that in certain scriptural passages itis spoken of as being 
aw only because of the internal organ ( manas ), which forms an 
essential condition of the individual soul as distinguished from 
ee the highest self; thus the anwtva, which really belongs to manas, 
has only been transferred to jīva. On the other hand, Ramanuja 

interprets the first sūtra ( II-3-19 ) of the Adhikarana as stating 





the Siddhanta view, according to which the individual soul is of 


ae minute size; and siitras 20-25 are interpreted by him as only 


confirming this view and refuting objections raised against it; 


while the remaining sūtras deal with another questions concern- 
oo ine the anutua. We see here how the same set of sūtras can be 
a bs interpreted as lending support to two views, diametrically Oppos- Kadis 
eoo ed, to each other, on an essential point of the doctrine. 


There i is another circumstance tending in the same bedin a 


ve c There is a traditional division of the sūtras into Adhy@yas and | 


| padas handed down to. us, on which there is a unanimity of 


ce a opinion. No such. division into Adhikarana, unanimously accept- 
ed, Has come down to us. “Thus for instance, in connection with = 
E -sttras: Al, 42 and 43 of the third pāda of the first Adhyaya, sūtra | Ean 


41 forms one | Adhikarana deciding that the ether which reveals _ | 
Names: and forms, spoken of in ‘Chandogya Upanisad, ‘VILL, 1 4, ee 


| is Brahman, and it. is s neither r h le elementale ether nor the jiva o = 
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midst ( madhya y? and ‘ without (vind )’, 
and Nimbarka accept the first meaning and- thus the Sūtra, ac~ 
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while sūtras 42 and 43 form usin: Vetere teaching that 
-o the vijidna-maya, 


Br. Up. IV. 3. 7, is not the individual soul but Brahman. Accor- 


ding to Rāmānuja, and Nimbārka, the three sūtras form but one 
single Adhikara ana which establishes that the akaéa i in the passage 


in question cannot refer to the individual soul, nor even to the 
released individual soul, because even then the individual soul 


continues to be different from Brahman. So the Akasa must | 
mean Brahman and nothing else. According to Madhva, on the 


| other hand, the three sutras form three separate Adhikaranas, 


sittra 41 referring to the akaga, sūtra 42, to the vijnana- maya and 


sūtra 43 referring to another passage in Br. ‘Up. VI. 4. 22, where 


the words, FIATA: ARAA: (the lord of all, the ruler of all), toe i 


to Visnu or the Lord. 


The necessity of having ¢ to supdly words to couplets the mean- __ 
ing of the Sūtra is another prolific source Df variety of „intere 


'protations. Thus in sūtra 1, pada -of Adhyaya Il, aaga: 
(lit. not the ether, because of want of scriptural mention ) Sarh- 
kara, Rāmānuja and N imbārka supply the word 
(is produced ), while Madhva supplies the word ‘ 
` is not produced ). sg 


‘ uépadyate ’ 
anutpattimat 


“Some meen. words in da aa have two meanings, 


circumstance which also. leads to different interpretations. n a“ : 


the word ‘anfara@’ in the sūtra T 3. 15 may mean both ‘ ‘in the 


Sarkara, Rāmānuja, 


cording to them, means ihat the mention of vijaana and manas 


in the midst of the passage referring to the creation of the ele- — 


ments need not disturb the- order of creation ; while according 


-to Madhva, who accepts the second meaning, thè sūtra means cto 
that the opposite order of destruction ( to that of creation ) holds - 
good except i in the case of vijfiane and manas. 


Another circumst ance is the fact that i there is no padapiitha o or 


ig record of the separate words singly in the: sūtras, handed 
| down by ano authoritati ive tradition, | as there . is one for 
oo the Samhitā of the Rgveda, which leaves no doubt regarding 
a the: splitting ofa metrical ` 
a4 example, Ë the sūtra I, 3 361 





line into separate — words. : For. 
z is ; read: either as RAER, | or as 








‘he who consists of knowledge ’, mentioned in 
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ITÄ, both readings being equally admissible, as the words 
are not usually separated in manuscripts. According to- 
' Sarkara, the sūtra means that the Jiva, though of minute size 
(anu ) can be affected in any part of the body, owing to the per- 
| vasiveness of the quality of intelligence, as is, for instance, the 
case with certain objects in the world (loka-vat), e. g. with the 
light of a lamp. According to Ramanuja, Nimbarka, and Madhva, 
however, ‘alokavat’ (like the light) gives the illustrations wanted 


on for the purpose more directly. 


‘The fact that the Upanisad passages under discussion are not 
actually mentioned in the sittras must also be considered in this 


connection. Different commentators may take up for discussion 


| ‘different passages and thus one and the same adhikarana may 


= yield quite a different meaning. For example, in the sutra I, 1, 5, 


the passage referred to by Sathkara, Ramannja and Nimbarka is 

-is Chandogya Upanisad VI, 2, 1 and 2 and the sūtra means that 
-the sat in the passage cannot mean the Pradhana of the Samkhyas ; 
a because the act of ‘willing’ is spoken of in connection with it. 


ee ‘Thus the whole of the adhikarna beginning with this sūtra is an 
oS attempt to show that the passages which the Sarnkhya brings forth _ 
= În support of his doctrine cannot but refer to Brahman, if only 
< properly interpreted with a due consideration of the context. But 
ee Madhva interprets the adhikarana, i in quite a different way. The : 





- passages in question are, according to him, Prasna Upanisad V, 5, | 


fat Bo; U. VI, 4, 23 etc., in. which the ātman or purusa is spoken of as 
ao something to be seen or meditated upon; and the sūtra, according- 
ne ly means that Brahman cannot be said to be ‘as‘abda’ ie, in- | 


= expressible ( avācya ), because it is described as being something 


Pe to be seen or known ( iksaniya or jfieya); and all the remaining — 
z sūtras of the &dhikaraņa are explained accordingly. Thus we see 
~ how'very easy it is that the. collection of sūtras before us should — 


have been i inter preted i in more than one way. In fact there have 


‘been five different commentaries on them, differing in essential 


points in the interpretation of: the individual. sittras, and still 


T -7 More so in the general purport, Five different schools have tried, coe 
more or less successfully, to derive their. doctrines from these 
< stttras and. each has. even gone so far as to show that hisparticular 


Use -system i . the only o one which the author of the sūtras wanted. 2 : 





els : them. This was mainly the task 
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-coniininicate moich them. 


contributing to the variety of interpretations, the question still 
remains, why is it this part ticular siitra-collection which has had 


the privilege of having so many interpretations put upon it, soas — 
to give rise to not less than five different doctrines differing from 
each other as regards some essential dogmas? There are similar- 
sitra-collections; for instance, the Vaisesika sūtras by Kanada,. 


commented upon by Prasastapada, the Nyaya-sittras of Gautama, 


with the commentary of Vatsyayana, the Yoga-sūtras of Pataiijali, T 


commented on by Vyasa, the Pirva-mimamsa sūtras of Jaimini, 
with the commentary of Sabarasvamin ; and we find everywhere — 
that each stitra-collection has only one authoritative commentary 


or bhdsya ; and though the systems of philosophy represented by : 
these sitra-collections may have (and as a matter of fact, they f 
have actually in some cases) brànched off into different sub- 


_ varieties, retaining some common points but at the same time 
differing in some points not always unessential, still there is no 
difference of opinion as regards the particular doctrine tepresented 
Be oe supposed to be taught by the siitra-collection i in each case. 

- The stttra-collection before us does not differ materially from — 
ihe other collections, as regards its literary character. “Why then | 
is it that an att empt should have been made to found on one 
and the same  sūtra-collection, five different ayeteme—the 
absolute monism of Sarhkara, the qualified monism of Ramanuja, 
the- monodualism of Nimbārka, the 

-and the pure monism of Vallabha ? Tt is not possible, of course, 

that the siitrakara should have more than one system in his mind. 


Itis difficult to answer the question, positively and satisfactorily ; 7 i: boo 


and we can only offer a guess here. 


As said above, iti is the Vedānta ‘that claims to be: derved 
exclusively from the Upanisads and that sets the. autho- 
; rity “of the Upanisa ads over everything else, 
ing Although seeds of other systems may be traced in the 
Upanisads, still. no other system ever car ed for them except ims 
oi casual and secondary manner; some even directly. condemned — 
| them. Much less did any of them ¢ iry to. reconcile. the evidently 


Taal of all these circumstances — 
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7 systems before. us are the results of five such attemps at deducing 
a a system from the ‘Upanisads. | | | 


The main question before them may be briefly stated thus: 


There are certain passages in the Upanisads which emphiayeay 
| assert a unity and deny a plurality—e.g., AARG ’, > ore aee ?, aT 


aA aa TAIRA sea TIM, By the side of these there are 


other passages which clearly assert a plurality and a duality 


between the Highest Self and the individual self, e. g. ‘MA gami- 
FA (Svet. T. 9), a goi waar aera wars gA AAAA | rate: fer 
erate AAAA AANE N >( Mund. III, 1,1). How to reconcile 


these? Sarhkara would say that all plurality is illusion, while 
unity is the only reality, and that all passages referring to plura- 

lity have in view only the phenomenal existence or the popular. 
conception of the Universe, whichis however ultimately 
meant to be refuted. Ramanuja would say that both 

Be $ unity and plurality are real; and that the individual 

> © souls and the animate world, though really and in- 
| = herently different in nature from the Supreme Soul, are at the 
game time non-different from him, in that they cannot have an 
| vee | existence independent of the Supreme Self. Thus the cit and acit 
or the animate and the inanimate worlds are the body and thus 
ie the atiributes of the Supreme Self. According to Nimbarka also 
both difference and non-difference are real, without the individual 
ae souls and the inanimate world being the distinguishing attributes 
a of. the Supreme Self, as there is nothing else from which to dis- 
7 tinguish i it. Madhva, on the other hand denies unity altogether — 
ae and holds that duality is the only reality; and that all affirma- 
e tions of unity are only for the sake of Upasana or. PEE nay, 
a even thesentence ‘ tat tvam asi he reads as ‘atat tvam asi’. Val- 

- labha, withoutsbelieving in Maya or the principle of illusion, | 
Pe holds, that the individual soul in its pure and pristine nature is | 
oe identical with the Supreme Soul. | | 


Thus these five systems may be supposed n iag: come into 


af existence, in the course of the att tempts to reconcile and to deduce 


a pyeteni from we suparently Da DASBAL ES of the m i 


Soo made by Badarayana ; ae other milar a must have pre- E 
ees ae ceded i Hy for: instance, those by Kašakrtsna, Asmarathya, Vareya- i i - 
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-yani and others. SeinehiGw or. ‘other the stttras of Badardyana 


came to survive all the rest and to possess a high reputation ; 80. | 


that every Vedantist came to look upon them as the most authori- 


tative source of his doctrine, next in importance to the ‘Upanisads | 
only. One can very well believe it to be very probable that all | 
these five systems in their essential elements must have existed 
long before the stitras of Badarayana attained to prominence, and _ 
that when there arose great teachers like Sarhkara, and Ramanuja, 


Nimbarka and Madhva, they thought it their first duty, for the 


propagation of their system, to write a commentary or bhasya on 
these siitras and to prove that the sūtras which are- reputed as- 


teaching the kernel of the Upanisads contain none but their own 


doctrines. In doing this, they naturally proceeded to interpret the ee 
sūtras in the light of their own doctrines and resorted to all sorts ee 
_ of twistings and artificialities to make the stitras yield the sense = — 
they wanted. They had their own doctrine cut and dry before. : | i 
them, and their only task was to show that it had the authority = 
of the sūtras. Naturally they never cared to know what was the | or 
real and natural meaning of the sūtras. These facts are too trans- A 
parent to any one who would just cursorily glance over the ea 


several bhasyas to require special emphasis. 


‘Now the question before us is: which of these phasyas gives a an 


| ‘interpretation of the sutras which is the most faithful to the orig inal; 
-in other words, which of these five systems, if there is any at all, 


is the one taught by the sutras or professed by their author. FE 
Perhaps we might not be able to arrive at a positive conclusion, Dr 
to the effect that such and such a system is the one taught by the - ae 
_ sutras. Perhaps the system in. the mind of the Sttrakara. Was TE > 
i ‘different from the five we are considering. But spill the enguiry S A 
- is useful even if we can say that one of these five commentaries | E . 
a more natural and correct interpretation of the sittras than thet it 
rest; or that all the sūtras alike do not favour any one particular eee 
system. The method of interpretation. which we are going to. a 
apply to the siitras i in our enquiry is the critical one as opposed to a : | 

the traditional method applied by the several commentators. Bore oe ok 
any piece of literary work can be interpreted i in two ways, either nay 
py the traditional or by the critical method. The former takes the 


: doctrine for granted a and d proceeds from this assumption to find the 
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doctrine in the work under examination. For instance, take the 
| Bhagavad-gita. Every school of Vedanta appears to « attempt to find 
its own system in it, shutting its eyes to all contradictory passages 
or more often trying to interpret them in a far-fetched manner, 
80 as tò confirm their own doctrine. Sarkara, while commenting 
upon the work would find nothing but the reality of Brahman and 
the illusory character of the Universe in it; and. all passages 
referring to a personal god and his devotees, which are there- 

fore theistic in character, would be interpreted as having to 

do with the lower form of knowledge and the lower form of Brah- 
man ( apara Brahman or apara vidya). Ramanuja would find 
nothing but bhakti in it. In all these cases, the interpreter has a 
a certain tradition coming down from of yore and he moves always — 
t in the groove where he has once placed himself. 


On the other hand, the eritioal method pre-supposes an attitude 
of absolute impartiality, considering the work by itself, without a 
leaning to any one particular doctrine. Of course, mistakes may 


5 o often þe committed in applying this method and very ridiculous 
conclusions may sometimes be arrived at, owing to insurmountable — 
prejudices due to birth, race and other surroudings, or owing to 
-~ -want of patience, or the lack of sufficient material to go upon. 

fe , Thus again to take the instance of the Bhagavad-gītā, one German 





| scholar, professing to apply the critical method to it, came to. the 
| conclusion that the work was purely theistic and that all the verses 


. -which contained pantheistic ideas were later additions. But 





l recently a disting ruished Indian scholar has shown by a detailed. 
and thorough-g going study of the Gita, that not one verse can be 
As regarded as a later addition, or as being out of place or context, ea 
a that everything zy BS it is already there, fits in most smoothly in its 

n context and that the chief teaching of the Gita refers to. neither | 


; -this nor that particular system of Vedānta, but that it is entirely 

: practical and catholic in its character. It can be: summarised | 

ooo ip ene word thus— ianaplirvaka—bhaktipradhiina-nisk@ma-kar- 

of _ mānuşthāna *- — the performance of one’s duty, without any attach- : 

cue -ment to reward, proceeding from a devotion to the Lord, backed Tr 
-by right knowledge.’ The same may be illustrated from the 


i. ~ history. of the Vedio interpretation. 











E  Sāyana’'s method is mostly. ee 
eee one-sided, not caring for consistency o or the ordinary canons oo eens 
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interpretation. Roth, on the other hand, went to the other extreme 

„in condemning Sayana downright and proposing sometimes quite 
-fanciful explanations. Later on Geldner and Pischel have struck. 
the golden mean, and they have come to find some explanations Ame 


Sayana which are correct and ingenious and based on quite 
sound reasons, | 


This critical method (as opposed to the purely traditional one) 9. 
was not unknown to the old sanskrit writers, especially in the — 
-~ domain of philosophy. The Mimarhsakas, whose special province | ne 
| it was to lay down the canons of interpretation, have briefly sum- i | 


marised the essentials of this method in the following v verse — a l 


AIRAA AAI ook | 
aiT i far eT l 


‘the beginning, the end, the” repetition, the eee ee 


object, the glorification, and argumeit,—these are the 


canons for determining the purport.’ Thus for instance : oe 
in determining. the purport of the sixth chapter of the Chando- oe 
-gya Upanisad, all these can be illustrated. That the chapter | 


- mainly teaches the unity of the Supreme Self follows from the 


beginning e. g. ‘ekam eva advitiyam ` (Chan. VI. 2. 1) ‘ one only, ; ~ 
Sa without a second °, from the close also—-e. g. ‘ aitadātmyam idan — 
 sarvam’ ‘all this has it for the soul ’™—( Chand. VI. 8.7); there isa 


: repetition of ne same idea throughout the chapter, e. g. the phrase 


‘ tat tvam asi’ occurs there nine times. There is a novelty here 


in that the unity of the soul can be known from this and from no 


other proof. The object of the knowledge of the unity of the self aan 
| is also mentioned there, e: g. 3 aaia GEN az | RT TRT T TaN e 
-RAR Laa ae 1 ‘a man who has got a teacher knows; he has to 


-wait just until he is freed ( from the body ) and ihon he becomes 


-one (with the Brahman) (Chan. VI. 14. 2V. Thus it is taught = 
-that the attainment of Brahman is the fruit of the knowledge of 0 
the entity without a second. There is also the eulogising . - the ee 


unity thus: 2 ga rare) mia at arani aA farm, | 
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have. asked me that instruction by hear! ng which, what is “Be: vee 








nae mesh aerate Man amenena eama ma ere — mienen ma e i 


- "Quoted i in the Sarvadarlane-saibgraba (Purnaprajtandarsana) a and asor ed | pa -o 





to the > Brhat- sarbhita. 





ae | heard i is heard, what is not thought i is thought, whet is not. known n ag PAS 
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es: known,’ ( Chan, VIL 1. 3). Arguments establishing re same 
are also stated in several places ; eg, wa eae ova oF goat 
Aint enarmet frat amit eas ai, ‘iust as by knowing one 
lump of clay, all that consists of clay would become known, the 
product depends only on name, it isa name, while clay alone is 
‘the reality ’ (Chan. VE. 1.4). A cursory glance at the Bhasya 


will show how often this method is employed in determining the 


l meaning of any particular word in an Upanisad passage. As one 
ets instance among many, one may refer to the first adhikarana in 
the fourth pada of the first adhyaya, where in determining what 

the expression ‘ avyakta’, the undeveloped, means in Katha Up. 


2 I 3. 10. 11, all these canons have been applied. 


Before proceeding with the critical examination of ike stitras, 
as ae above, we must be on our guard, not to confound the 

7 question before us, with another allied to it, but quite different 
- from it, i. e. which Of the five systems of Vedanta is the most ele- 

vated and conducive to the satisfaction ofthe human impulse for © 


-= the quest of truth. It is of course very difficult to pronounce judg- 


A : ment as to which philosophical system is more profound and 


stands the test of reason better than any other. Every system has 
-Its merits and demerits and its advocates and opponents. Perhaps, 





te if philosophy mainly concerns itself with finding unity in plura- 


te oe lity, nothing may be higher than the absolute monism of Sarhkara ; 





an and nowhere else can we see the human understanding reaching 
oe such | heights of elevated thought. But we are not con- 
i cerned with this point of view at all. The question before us is. 


one purely of literary criticism and not one of philosophy proper. — 
Tee Here i isa literary product before us and here we have so many 
-interpretations of it; and our object is to see which of 
i these, if any, ' fas faithfully represented the natural and straight- 


forward meaning of the original, apart from the inherent “philoso 
- Phioal. value of the doctrines propounded by them. 


The Brahma-siitras of ‘Badarayane are divided into four. 


oe adhyayne or chapters, each of: which - is again divided into four | eee 
padas or quarters. — The- sūtras, though they appear. to be un- “ 
-connected from the point of view of ‘their external form, are not = 


a really so; they are pervaded by a system running through all of es 
Hager them. The first Sühyäyei is s called the * pimanvayāihyiya! Or r, : 
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the chapter andi mainly R to establish that all ‘the | 
Upanisads deal with Brahman as their final aim. The first pada 
of the first adhydya states first i in general terms: that. Brahman 
is the highest object of knowledge and that from it proceed the eg 
birth, preservation and destruction of the universe, the Scriptures oo 
alone being the means of knowing it and Brahman alone 
being their final aim, and then discusses certain Upanisad 


passages in detail, A doubt is raised about them as to 


whether they necessarily refer to Brahman, or may refer to: some- 

thing else, the pradhāna of the Sārhkhyas or the individual soul, — 

or some deity ; but they at the same time contain clear and un- 
mistakable indications of Brahman (spasta-brahma-liùgāni).. 

The second and third padas also deal with similar passages, which, | | 
however, contain only indistinct indications of Brahman (aspasta-. 
-brahma-lingani ). The fourth pada more particularly deals 
= with those passages in which certain words are apparently inter- — 
preted by the Samkhyas as referring to some of their principles eee 
like the pradhane or the mahat, but these are proved to refer £0. Creen e 
some categories connected with the Vedanta. The fourth pada oe ey 


thus contains a polemic specially directed against the Samkhyas. 


After having so far established that Brahman alone is the ~ 
f object to which the Upanisads refer, the Sūtrakāra, in the second 
adhyāya, which is called ‘ avirodhadhyaya’ or the chapter dealing. i 
with absence of contradiction, proceeds to show that nothing can a 


be brought forth which would contradict the fact established sO far 


that the systems of Vedanta refer to Brahman. In the first pada o 0 0ioni] 

ofthe second adhyaya, all objections based on Smrtis 1 ike. those’. | 
of the Sarhkhyas, claiming to contain passages of an opposite. nee 
purport, as well as those based on pure speculative reasoning, are son 
answered. After having thus defended the Vedanta doctrine | 
: against the attacks of contradictory smrtis and speculative argu- ae an 
ments ( nyaya ), the second pada aims at refuting other dectrines_ or are : 
than Vedanta, eg the ‘Sarhkhya, the Nyaya, the Buddhism | eee 
and so forth, by the very weapons of speculative arguments, a 1 
O- which.: are their ‘forte. The third pada tries to reconcile aed 
oe ‘the passag es, appar ently contradicting each other, regardi ing the i. : o | 


z creation of the different elements and the essential characteristics 


= of the individual soul ; while the fourth pada. similarly deals with ee % 
see those pasager. that refer to the vital a airs sand the ș sense- Segane a 
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‘The third coe is called ‘ Sadhanadhyaya ’ or the chapter 
} dealing with the means of attaining to absolution. The first pada 


in. particular deals with the manner of the transmigration — 
of the individual soul and inculcates ‘ Vairagya’ or aversion to 


the world by describing the misery involved in it. The second 

; pada discusses the different conditions of the individual soul, e. g: 

- the state of being awake, that of dreaming and that of deep-sleep. 

_ The third and fourth pādas deal with the different kinds of medi- 

~ tations enjoined as leading to ‘Moksa’ and attempts to reconcile 
the: contradictions and to fill up the discrepancies regarding them. 


garg The fourth adhyāya is called the ‘phaladhyaya’,i.e. the chapter 7 
ly dealing with the fruit of knowledge, the ‘Salut’. The first pāda 


more particularly deals with what is called ‘jivanmukti’ i. e. 

~ absolution in this very life. The second pada discusses the way 
of the passing away of a knowż¿ng soul; and the third and fourth 
eae padas deal with the eondition of the released soul. 


- Each of these sixteen padas consists of a number ‘of ‘adhi- 


-ooo O Karanas’ or sections, each dealing with one and only one topic 
| or subject. The method of treating a topic, in each such — 
a adhikarana is also very systematic. First, the subject or the 





matter of discussion ( visaya ) is stated; then comes a statement 


ie - | of the doubt or the several alternati ives proposed, of which one is- 
re) be chosen ultimately (visaya or samsaya); next comes the | 


i statement of the prima facie view ( parvapaksa ). Then follows j 


e the opposite view (uttarpaksa) and then last comes the siddhanta _ 
T or the conclusion. Thus, for example, in the first adhikarana ofo 





a the third pada of the first adhyadya, the question is, who is meant 


in the passage ‘ ‘He in whom heavenly earth etc. are all woven, 


oe know him alone t to be the Self etc.’ * (—Here i is the visaya) ; does it 


= mean Vayu, orhe pradhāna or the individual soul, or the highest 


a Brahman? ( Here is the sarnéaya J He is vayu or individual soul 
a or anything but Brahman, Says the objector ( pirvapaksa ). No, it = 
ee only svara, says the Siddhāntin. ( This is the uttarapaksa ), | 


K This proves that the passage refers, to nothing but Brahman. . 2 


Bah of This is the siddhania ). | 


-After these general remar ke regarding the ature, the contents, oa 


coed: te arrangement, and the method of treatment ofthe Sütras, we now 
Pe Proceed to examine in ı detail the 











Sutras and. their interpretations ; 4 





GENERAL OUTLINE aay, 


by the five great commentators, Sarhkara, Ramanuja, Nimbarka, 
Madhva, and Vallabha. m 
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‘ANALYSIS. 


: | “ADHYAYA I, PĀDA l i 
The first Sūtra ‘then therefore, the enquiry into Brahman 
sets forth in general, the object of the treatise. The more ‘ then ’ 
(atha) according to Ramanuja and Nimbarka, means ‘ after the 
knowledge of karman and its fruits’, but according to Sarhkara, it 
means ‘ after the acquisition of the four requisites’ which are, dis- 
crimination between eternal and non-eternal things, aversion to the 
| enjoyment of the objects of sense here and in the next world, posses- 
_sionof self-retraint, tranquillity ete., and the desire to be absolute- 
ly free. Vallabha prefers to takg the word in the sense of * adhi- 
i kara’ i. e. the beginning of a new topic, and remarks that the 
x enquiry into Brahman is possible, even without any of the requi- 
- sites mentioned by others. Madhva is not specific regarding the - 


= - meaning of the word. Allagreein the explanation of the word 
‘therefore’ ( atah ), i. e. ‘for the reason that karman and its fruits 
are known to be perishable and limited and that itis the know- 





a ledge of Brahman alone which can lead to eternal bliss. ’ 


The second sūtra defines this Brahman by saying that it is that 


a from which spring the origination ete., of this world. This defini- 
| tion of Brahman isvery important, because, at the very threshold 





ofi the work it gives a knock to the doctrine of Sarnkara, accord- 
i ing to whom, Brahman proper ismerely existence, intelligence _ 
and bliss (sat, cit, ananda); while it is the lower Brahman which, 
~ associated with Maya, produces, sustains and destroys the world, 
: which has nothing but a phenomenal existence. Now can we 


| -convinge that one who held Sathkara’s doctrine would define 


ae Brahman i in this manner at the very ou tset ? No such difficulty 
2 presents itself, however, with the other commentators for whom 
| this twofold character of Brahman does not exist. S ar 
Tite third sutra saysthat Ser ipture alone is the means of know- 


P “ing Brahma ana: funda mental point commont toall systems of the 


— uléimate purport Brahman, 


Vedanta; and sutra 4 states that all the. scriptures have for their | 
a point which | the sūtras in i general 





attempt to make bi 
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° Vallabha TEN sūtras 2 and: 3 as one and interprets sūtra 4 to 


mean that Brahman is not only the efficient cause of the world, as _ 


stated in sūtra 2, but also the material cause, because it permeates 


all, in the form of existence, knowledge and bliss, rejecting the in- 
terpretation given by others as being superfluous, since the Saman- | 


vaya as interpreted by them is the object of the following sutras. 
The same charge, however, may be brought against Vallabha him- 


‘self; for Sūtra I. 4. 23 also makes out the same point Iy & that 


Brahman i is also the material cause of the universe. 


The fifth adhikarana ( Siitras 5-11 ) asserts thatthe non-intelli-- 
gent pradhana of the Samkhyas cannot be the nanao of e world, 
because it is not supported by the Sruti, since ‘ seeing’ or ‘ will- | 


ing, ’ which is an attribute of something intelligent, is predicated 
of the cause of the world. This is the purport of this Adhik. ac- 


cording to Sarhkara, Ramanuja and N imbarka, who all refer to 
| : the same passage, i. e. Chand. VI. 2. 1. All the same, we are con- 
scious that each has his own doctrine in view, in a cut and dry a 
form, and then proceeds to interpret the sūtras in its a eo 
the end of the adhik., for instance, Rāmānuja remarks that oe 
f ks is also a refutation of the nirguna Brahman, since it- asserts : ae oa 
‘ willing ’ as its attribute ; and‘ willing‘ is only another name 
for ‘ being possessed of the quality of intelligence’. Madhva, on 
the other hand, interprets the adhikarana to mean that ‘Brahman ae as 
. cannot be said to be inexpressible, because it is described as being sake 
the object of knowledge (iksaniya ) as in the text ‘ mean 3o 
qeaq, -Vallabha also has a somewhat similar interpretation: dy et 
7 Brahman cannot be vyavaharātīta i e. reyon all expression or i e S 
Ta proof; beacause it is described as seeing’ which means that it r a 
i ae made itself * vyavaharya. ’ es ee 


TE S 


. After having stated so farin a general way that Brahman is ea 
| the chief object of the. Vedanta Sa stra, that it is the | cause of the | en 

_ origination, sustenance and destruction of the universe, and that So e] 

it is intelligent, the Sūtrakāra proceeds with his task of exam ining mn ed 

e certain ] passages of the Upanisads and demonstrating that ertai in ed 
$ i words | in them refer to nothing but Brahman. | : 





es Here again Sarhkara, makes the introductory. nema te he os 
ae - effect thet the > question n now w before u us is Whether the higher | or -o 
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i lower Brahan is referred tot in eres passages of the Upani- 
A sads. But this seems to be without justification, because, in the 
| remaining part of the adhyaya, we are concerned with the choice 


© between jiva and Brahman and even Samkara's own 


3 commentary accords >with the same. Thus this is only 
another instance of the commentator showing the 
influence of his pre-conceived prejudices. The next 
adhikerana ( eating 12-19 ) asserts that, that the © anandamaya’ 
referred to in Taitt. Upa. II. 5 is the Highest Self and not the jiva. 


This seems to be a natural and straight-forward interpretation — 


and all except Sarhkara follow it; Sarmkara, however, after 
having given this interpretations at length, finally rejects it in 


nae favour of another to the effect that the word ‘brahman’ in the 


ot : pr incipally and not as a member of the 


immediately following phrase ‘wa m= YSI’ refers to Brahman 
‘dnandamays ’ + and the 


reason given for accepting this second interpretation is that the — 


‘anandamaya ’ would only refer to the savisesa Brahman and 


never to the nirvigesa Brahman, which is called ‘ananda’ itselfand 
g not‘ dnandamaya ’, That this passage containing this interpreta- | 
T tioni is not an interpolation, as Deussen seems to think, follows 

i from the fact that it is only in this passag e that Sarhkara refers 
oe to the distinction between the savisesa, and nirvisesa Brahman of — 
a which ] he makes a mention before commencing this adhikarana, 
and: secondly because Vallabha refutes this interpretation, which 
oe o must therefore have existed somewhere. One sūtra ‘ama namaen’ 
ve He T. 1. 18 ) i is interpreted variously -—Sarhkara and Vallabha ex- 








ae plain it to mean that the dnandamaya cannot be also” the 


~ pradhana ( anumana ), for ‘ willing’ is immediately predicated oh ee a 


a the anandamaya. Ramanuja and Nimbarka, however, explain 


ae ! thus : TF the @nandamaya were to denote the jiva, then it would = 7 


bei in need of. some ‘non-intelligent material cause ( anumana-~ | 


— acit ), just as a potter is in need of clay ; but the anandamaya has 


no need of any such thing because he has only to will ( kāmāt= l 


be sarhkalpat ) and 50 0 this i is another reason why the anandamaya , 


oe . cannot be jiva.’ ` Madhva explains > :—we need not care for ee 
8 ‘reasoning (anumana), for reasoning can We had at our free-will. = 00 

a Now, here the interpretation £ given by. Ramanuja and Nimbārka _ D 

oe uk seems to be r more suitable, f for it deals with the. question between oo 
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Brehman and jiva which has been PE in the preceeding siitras, 


while Śamkara’s interpretation unnecessarily brings in. the © ot 
pradhana, although the question regarding it has been set at rest — : 
in the preceding adhikarana ; and besides it would be only a 


repetition of sūtra I. 1.5. In this adhikarana, the sūtras 16, 17, 


19 deserve notice, because they all rest on the conception of a | 
difference of individuality between Brahman and jiva; and ; 
Sarhkara, at the end of sūtra 17, comes forth with his usual expla- 


nation that such sitras as these only refer to a difference between 


Brahman and jiva, which is due to maya, whereas, ound speak- 


ing, there exists no such differ ence, 


As regards the remaining adhikaranas of this pada, all agree 


in their interpretation, except Madhva, who refers to different ae 
passages of the Upanisads in the last two adhikaranas. Thus ce 
adhikarana 7 ( sūtras 20-21 ) demonstrates that the golden person — = 
seen within the sun and the person seen within the eye, mention- = — — 
ed in Chand. Up. I. 6, are not some individual soul of high emi- Sa 
nence, but the supreme Brahman. Here also the sūtra o 
Agaa: deserves notice, as it refers to the distinction — = 
between Brahman and jiva. Adhikarana 8 ( sūtra 22 ) states that o esot 
the ether mentioned in Chand. Upa. I. 9 is not the elemental = 


ether but the highest Brahman. Adhikarana 9 (sūtra3) says 


-that the prāņa mentioned in Chand. Upa. I. 11. 5 denotes the oe 
| highest Brahman. Adhikaraņa 10 ( sūtras 24-27) teaches ae 

that the light spoken of in Chand. Upa. III. 13, 7 is not the ordi- 

nary physical light but the highest Brahman. Adhikaraņa 11 
| ( sūtras 28-31 ) asserts that the prana mentioned | ‘in Keus. Toa., 
TTL 2 is Brahma an. In this adhikarana, the ablative ‘ upas-tn Bie nS 

= vidhyat’ in sūtra 31, is explained in two ways by | Sarhks ra. ‘Tre ae 

os sūtra may either mean ` ‘if it be said that Brahman is not mear T 

on account of the characteristic marks of individual soul and he 
= chief vital air being | mentioned, we reply, no; foro your 
r < interpretation would lead to or would necessit ate three-foldness 
a of devout meditation, which it is inappropriate to assume’ ; or the 
ee sūtra may mean ‘ even the characteristic marks of the | individual — 
ee soul as well aS the chief vital air are not out of ple ce even in a 


oaot devout meditation; : rie G the chapter actually aims at enjoining 
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three a of devout meditation, according as Bahman is viewed 


_ under the aspect of prana, under the aspect of prajfia or in its 
is own nature ( or according to Rāmānuja, the meditation on Brah- 


Man in its own nature as the cause of the entire world, on 
- Bahman as having for its body the totality of enjoying souls, and 

-on Brahman as having for its body the objects and means of enjoy- 
ment ). Ramanuja, Nimbarka and Madhva follow the second way 


of explaining the ablative; while Vallabha follows the first way; 


-and-no doubt, the second way is more natural, as shown by the 


eat ablatives elsewhere and by the: ablative immediately following in 
i 2 this very sūtra. 


~The second pada of the first whos aya deals with passages in 


f ich the indications of Brahman are not distinct. Adhik. 1 


_ ( sittras 1-8 ) shows, according, to all except Madhva, that the 


$ being which consists of mind ( manomayah ), whose body is 
ee ae breath (prana-sarirah) ete., enjoinedto be meditated upon in Chand. 
-o - Upa. TIL 14. 1 and 2, is not the individual soul, but Brahman. 


This adhikarana is very important for our purpose, in that it con- 


oo tains many sūtras speaking of the difference of nature between 





Brahman and jiva, e. g. sittras 3, 4, 5, 6 and 8, and Sarhkara has to ~ | l ie 
co. add his usual explanation after sūtra 6 that all this difference is 


ee to be understood as unreal and only due to the false limiting 


adjuncts of the Highest Self; whereas other commentators do not _ 


7 feel the necessity of any such explanation. In sūtra 7, it is 
o interesting to note that the word ‘tad-vyapadesat’ lit. 





det ‘owing to the mention of that’ is explained by all . 


aoe Ai aso meaning ‘ alpatva( ~anutva )-vyapadesét’ i. e ‘owing | 
- o tos Ae ‘mention of minuteness ’ and as stating one of the 
Ta -reasons in favour of the jiva being referred to i in the passage in 
a - question. — ‘Does it not imply an admission, on the part of the 
Sūtrakāra, of the minuteness of the jiva, accepted by all except 
oooh Sarkara, according to whom alone the jiva is as omnipresent 
“ek as. the Brahman ? But of this, later on. So also the explanations _ 


oof the word ‘ Vyomavacca in the same sūtra, lit. ‘like the ether’, : 


ee ~ are interesting. Sarkara explains itto mean that Brahman, though 


coe oS all-pervading, i is here described as minute, just as, for instance, as one 
ee the ether, though all-pervading is looked upon as limited in size n 
a from the point of: view ots the j jar ete. OF course: it must be. con- o aoe 
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fessed | that the illustrátion i in this sense fits in very well with 
 Sarmkara’'s doctrine, as it explains exactly the relation between 
Brahman and jiva as he believes. it to be. It is very curious i 
that Nimbarka follows Sathkara in this mode of explanation, | 
though it must be supposed that he understands the illustration 


only in a limited sense, i. e. to explain how a large thing may be 


at the same time described as small (ageya g maaana ) 
but without any reference to 4 the relation between Brahman and 
jiva. Ramanuja very cleverly explains it thus :—Not only is the 


manomaya in this passage, described as minute ; but it is also 
described as being all-per vain’ like the ether, in the very same 
passage, e. g. in “Sama Wed’ etc. ( Chand. Upa. II. 14. 3), which 


is thus an additional argument why the manomaya should denote ee 
Brahman. Madhva and Vallabha explain the word just. like fe 
Sarhkara. So also the word ‘ vaisesyat ’ (lit. ‘owing to the dife 
ference’) in sūtra 8, which gives the reason why Brahman is not 
subject to pleasure and pain just like the jiva, is explained by all a 
except Ramanuja, to mean ‘ ons to the difference of nature oE 
between Brahman and jiva;’ but Ramanuja explains it as o 
‘owing to the difference of cause of enjoyment’ i. e. it is not the = => 
abiding in the body merely which leads to the experiencing of ee 
pleasure and pain, but the being subject to actions and to the tee 


merit and demerit resulting from them, which is, however, 
= never possib! e in the case of Brahman; —a point very frequently. 


| alluded to by him. 


| ‘The second adhikarana ( siitras 9-10 0) teaches that the ‘Baling: 
to whom Brahmans and Ksatriyas are but food, referred. to ino 


| Katha Upa. I. 2. 24 is the highest self. Adhik. 3 (sūtras 11-12) ve 


; establishes that the two ‘entered into the cave (Katha Upa. L 3. 1). 


| are Brahman and jiva. All except Rāmānuja agree ‘in having these 7 
-as two adhikaranas; but Ramanuja alone has them as one adhik. | 


-His attempt, however, to tackle them together i is rather farfetched © 
: and without. any special: purpose | (see p. 245 B.: 3 S. LXVII). 
‘Sitras It and 12 deserve notice; because sūtra 11, contains, the 
| dual ‘ atmanau ’ 2 speaking of jiva and. Paramaiman ; : and sūira 1%. 


. lays stress on the difference of characteristics between Brahman eae 
Soe abd fiya  “Rāmānuja remarks on this sūtra— afaa: seal Saar te 
ee. Tima Ta RTÀ aia 
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: jiva aad Paramatman : are c spoken of TE asthe meditator — 
and the object of meditation, as the att ;ainer and the object to be 
| ga ’). Even Sathkara says— fanaa dat dearatitert E0- 
oa... geet met’ (i.e. the jiva is supposed to be the goer ; 
while the Par amaiman, the object to be gone to ). 


Adhik. 4 ( Sūtras 13- -17) asserts that the person within the eye, 
- mentioned in Chand. Upa. IV. 15.1. is Brahman. Ramanuja 
and Nimbarka read an additional sitra ‘sta v7 q a ( az-e ) apg ’ 
(lit. for this reason it is Brahman ) between sutras 15 and 16. 
i But it cannot be original, because it appears to be quite unneces- 
sary and rather out of place, in the midst of the ablatives express- 


Ae ing the reasons ; not to mention that Vallabha and Madhva also 
do not have it. Adhik.5 (sitras 18-20) says that the ruler 


within ( antaryāmin ), mentioned in Br. Up. IIL 7. 3, is Brahman; 
it cannot be the pradhana of the Samkhyas on account of the 
statement of the qualities not belonging to it (19); nor can it 
be jiva, for both the recensions of the Brhad. speak of it as differ- 


ae ae . ent from the internal ruler ( 20). Here Sathkara, Nimbarka, 
oe -~ Madhva and Vallabha read Sūtras 19 and 20as74 WATER 
i Ama and ‘ es EA aA ° while Ramanuja reads. 





the | words ‘afi’ as forming part of the sūtra- 


: ELN This way has the advantage of connecting both the ablatives 


i with the sārirah; therefore it seems preferable to have Sarirah | 


: and enam ( which refers to. ‘$arirah only ) in one and the same 





uo Chand. Upa. V. 11. 6 is Brahman. 


nee sūtra. Sūtra 20 asserts the difference between Brahman and jiva; and | 
| Sarkara, as usual, comes forih with his explanation that all these 


he statements of difference, are due to the limiting adjuncts, which 
o themselves. are the products: of Nescience. 


2 Adhik. 6 ( sittras 21-23, ) shows. that the es ‘desbrihed as 
re possessed. of inVisibility etc., in Mund. Upa. 1.1.5, 6 is. Brahman; 
and it cannot be pradhana or jiva, because of. the statement of 


| distinctive attributes and difference. Here also sūtra 22 speaks oe 


of the difference of nature between. Brahman and. jiva. Adhik. r 


a siitgas 24-32 Ñ says that the ‘ima. . vaisvanarah mentioned in “ | oe oS 


- Adhik. is stitras 1) proves at te Jeus. | within’ heat’ Bey 


ee oe Namen and earth ete. are ‘woven, ‘mentioned i in Mund. Upa. TL. 35 A, 
o is Brahman, on account. of th he tër m * a 








‘atman’ being used of it; and o 





fee navaral than. that of Ramam 
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on account of its being designated as that to which the released S 
Tt cannot be Pradhana, nor the individual soul, T 


have to resort. 


owing to the declaration of difference. 


that the sūtras 2,5 and 7 


specially refer to the difference of nature 
between Brahman and jiva. 


- Adhik. 2 (siitras 8-9) « ee that the ‘bhiman’ ( that which is 
great ) in Chand. Up. 7. 23, 24 is Brahman only and it cannot be 
prana or the vital air, on account of information about it being — 


given subsequent to Suteprasada i. e. bliss or the state of deep 


sleep or secondarily the prana which is awake in the state of deep 
: sleep.—( Ramanuja, Nimbarko and -Vallabha follow this ex- ` 
planation of the words ‘èmamaaqama’.  Madhva, how- 
ever, explains the words to mean ‘on account of 
its being of the nature of unsurpassed bliss and on account of i 
its being declared aboye all’—which is not reasonable, owing to — 
‘the absance of ‘ca’. Adhik. 3 (sittras 10-12 ) teaches that the — T 
- aksara (the imperishable one) spoken of in the Brhad. Upa. IIL. 8. 8. OMe Ronee 
is Brahman. Adhik. 4 ( sūtra 13 ) states that the parah purusah wn. 
( the highest person ) to be meditated upon by the syllable om, ar 
mentioned in Prasnopa. V.5, is the highest Brahman, because of 
its being designated as the object of realisation, (afreterizera) 
and not the lower ‘Brahman. This is according to` 


Sarhkara, Ramanuia and Nimbarks, however, translate thus— 


‘The object of meditation (iksati-karma) is Brahman (n.) and not: 


l Brahman (m .), because it is later designated (vyapadesat) as the | 


paramitman.’ ' Thus the alternatives according to Ramanuje and : nR 
Nimbārka are Brahman and Brahmadeva- a EEAS agia o 


3q waa: gegian: ) and this is natural because the two fold character 
of Brahman, higher and ‘lower, is not known to them.  Vallabha, 
reads the « sūtra jusi like Samkara, buthas the alternatives Paramāt- 


manand Brahma also- ‘parapurusal paramatma dhyanavisayah abo oo 


spvid viratpuruso | br ahma vā’. Madhya, reading the sūtra like 
- Sarnkara explains : ithus— In the passage, Chand. Upa. VL 2; 3 


o agaq etc, Visnu is spoken of, because the mention of the act of e 


eoin ne A tkeati-karmz i vyavedede) cannot belong t to any other * a 











se fo tho Sutra should rather oo 
Ghate, Vedanta, g a : eee | 


Ramanuja alone re eads - 
sūtras 3 and 4 as one ( of. above e I. 2, 19, 20). It is to be noted x 
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been in the form ‘ Satake E oedema’ if it were to be understood 
just as Ramanuja does; though Sarhkara’s reference to the 
lower Brahman is without sufficient reason, as we shall see 
later on, | | . A _ 


In thé. next ioe. 5 č Sütra 14-21 ), the question is whe- 
ther the small ether ( daharah akasah ) within the lotus of the 
heart, mentioned in Chand. Upa. VIII. 1. 1. is elemental ether, 
| | or jiva or Brahman. That it is Brahman is decided owing to 
- the many epithets applied to it subsequently, such as being free 


- from sins etc; and owing to other indicatory marks, such as that 


all the individul souls are described as giving into it and that 
4 iti is itself described as being the bridge or the support which 


e prevents these worlds from being confounded. But in subse- 
= queni passages, e g. in Chānd. Upa. VIIL 3. 4, it is the jiva 
-which is spoken of thus— Now that serene being ( lit. complete 
| satisfaction ‘ Sarhprasadah ’ ) which after having risen out from 
this earthly body, and having reached the highest light, 
= appears in its true form; that is the self;—thus said he. And so — 
© f dahara’ may as well denote jiva. The objection is answered- 
in Būtras 18, 19, 20. -Especially Sūtra 19 is very interesting, in- 
-as-much as the different ways of understanding it point back to | 





a fundamental difference in the doctrine. Sūtra 19, literally p 
_ translated would run thus:— If it be said that from a subse- 


fe p ient passage, ( it appears that the individual soul is meant), it | 


, however, the one whose true nature has become manifest, g 


Saakas interprets it to mean that whatis referred to in that pas- 
A ~ sagei: is the individual soul with its true nature no longer obscured - 
Dy the illusory limiting adjuncts, i. e. is absolutely non-different 
bes from Brahman. Here again Sarnkara adds his usual remark that, in 





all those places” where a difference between Brahman and jiva is 
spokeri of by the sūtrakāra, he does not mean that the difference 


is real: his only object i is to remove the false notion which attri- 


3 butes the limited nature of j jiva to Brahman; and for this purpose, — 
he only takes for granted the popular belief that the two are dif- 


a ferent. Thus even Sarkara i in the present case, shows his consci 


- ousness of the fact that the Sütrakāra here refers toa di ference oe aye 
a between jiva and Brahman. All 










- “every interpret. the sūtra to mean i 





the. other commentators, how- ne s 
a no doubt it is s the iva that eee 





1.3.1 that the whole section, of which that 
= “cerned ` with Brahman and it 





is referred to, but with its trae nature mani ifested, an id hence the © 
similarity of epithets ; but even then the jiva cannot be Brahman — 


-cannot mean DR N. has- ‘ cage! feat 
Madhva also remarks: 


and so ‘dahara’ 


Be Grictcr. qT: QARAT JET: tam aaa Hay q? 


thata difference must be made esan ihe jiva, which when 


released has his true nature manifested through the favour of 


Paramatman, and the Paramatman himself, who is indicated by 
the ‘dahara ° in a preceding passage. 


‘q Sees aaa ery E g ERA a aera’ 
does not refute Boe te but only says that there is someth: meg, 
else ; ; hence ‘na’ ( not) is not used ( in the sūtra ). 


The next two siitras 22-23, form an independent adhikarana, 
according to Sarnkara (whom Madhva follows also), deciding 
that’ He after whom everything shines’ ( Mund. Upa. 2. 2. 10) is 
not some material luminous body, but Brahman itself 


for understanding ‘ 


imitating jiva that is referred to in the passa 
-19 concerns; while the ° dshare’ must be the Brahman to be 
imitated. AFRA AATE ASS: | ae A RENET: | E 
The particle ‘ca’ in the titra 22, no doubt favours a 

| ‘akblanation, as stating something additional to support. what 


precedes; and Sarhkars, conscious of this di fficuliy, has to explain 
i & 
ca 


‘tion t EO the first three padas ( Mund. 2 


l which is not very satisfactory.. “Ramanuja gives, other rea sons 
also why these two sutras cannot be taken as a. separat adhi- 
: karaņa— Some maintain that the last iwo. gittras ~eonstituie a 


e separate adhikaraņa, meant to prove ¢ that : the text, Mund. Upa. ae 


That this second explana- 
tion of the sūtra is more naturel is clearly stated by Vallabha— _ 


: here the ‘tu’ (but) | 


according to Ramanuja, Nimbarka and Vallebha they form part oe 


of the preceding sdhikarana, giving only additional arguments 
dahara’to mean ‘Paramatman’. It is the = 


sage with which sūtra 


” as referring to the fourth pada of the s same loka i i.e. aq oTa e 
wate Cos —( by the light of him, every th ing is lighted ), in addi- 


2.10 or Katha, IL 5.15) n 








me = 


: 2. 10, refers t tO the highest Brahman. This view is, however, in- X oe : s 2 f ue | 


toe admissible, for the reason that with rega rd to the text in question, 


no purvapaksa can arise, it havi ing been proved under T. 2. aL and ao | 






3 further having been shown under 


: ae L A that Brahman | is s apprehended u under the form of f light The 





at text forms part, is con- a 
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interpretation, moreover, doe es not it in with the Sending of the 
sütr aS : | 

“Adhikarana 1 a T sutras 5 2425 5) deci des pases the being, measured 
by the thumb ( Katha. ce 4. 13 ), is nod the individual soul, but 
| Brahman. And Brahma ın is described as having the measure of 
a thumb, because it dwells for the purpose n devout meditation 


in the hears of the devotee. The heart is of the measure of a 


thumb and for such meditation men alone are qualified ; so that 
k we are not concerned with the size of the heart of other animals. 


The next two adhikaranes ( 26-33 and 34-38 ) form a sort of 
| digression, suggested by the preceding adhikarane. The question 
As. whether it is men alone w ho are qualified for the brahmavidyā. 


-o The eighth adhikarana decides that the gods also are qualified for 


the brahmavidya and the ninth adhikerana denies this ‘qualifica-_ 
| tion to the Sidras.” Adhikarana 10 (sūra 39) says that the 


-o  prāņā before whom everything trembles ( Katha. Upa. IT. 6.2) is 
eu Brahman.» Adhikarana 11 ( sūtra 40 ) seys cose the jyotih (Hebt) os, 
e mentioned in Chand. Upa. VIIL 12. 3 is Brahman. o 





a Thus sūtras 24-40 form, according to Sarhkara, five separate 
ia adhikaranas Ramanuja, however, regards all these as forming 
one main adhikerana, referring to the ‘ ARENT: GET Sūtras 24- 
BO refer directly to this purusa, while sutras 26- 30, 31- 33 and 
` 34-38 form three sub-a .dhikeranas, referring to the qualifies tion 


of the gods for the br shmavidya (which forms the devatidhi- 


: karana ), the madhu-vidys ( forming the madhve adhikarana ) and — 


| i the disqualification of the GSiidras (styled as the apasudradhi- 


<- -= vening passage ), —which 
we one compound word, aoe = $ 


` karaņa ) respectively. Siitras 39 and 40 state addi tions ‘| reasons — 
oe for reg rarding the angustha y-matra~purusa 88 Brahman ; ; -for the 
© passages referring to him before whom everything, trembles eS 
ne Katha, Upa. IL. 6. 2 X and to the primordial light q Katha. Ll, 5. | 
“15: ),—both which cannot he anything | but ‘Brahma n; — occur 





£ between the two other passages of the Katha, Upa. G i ec IT. 4-12... : 
e and IL 6. 17 ) mentioning the ¢ aneusihs nace Genie So sūtra AG. 
ie translated by. Ramanuja thus e: he angusthe-matra-purusa i is. : ss 

| Brahman ) because a a light - is seen to. be mentioned (in the inter- a. 





BAR AS e 


means thet he | ‘tres ats  Jyotirdarsanāt TAR 








ANALYSTS. os A Tai 


Nimbarka follows Rāmānuja in P all these sitrag 
( 24-40 ) as one adhikarana ( pra mitadhikarana es 


 Madhva voters sūtra 24 to a. | passage of the Katha. Upa. 5-3, 5 
aa gaani AAR ITAA, and transla tes it thus -—~ Visnu is meant. 
or understood ( pramita ) owing to the direct mention of vamana 


-which cannot but mean a Thus Madhva understands the 


word pramita to mean ‘ known’ as against others who take it to — 
mean ‘measured’. Otherwise Madhva exactly follows Sarhkara, 
in the division of the adhikarana. Vallabha also follows Sarhkara | 


generally. 


Adhikarana 12 ( sūtra 41) decides that the ether which reveals’: 
names and forms (Chand. Upa. VITI. 14.1) is neither the ele- 
mental ether, nor the individual soul, but the highest Brahman. 


The next two sūtras 42-43 form, according to Sankara and Valla- 


bha a separate adhikarana deciding that the vijianamaya (he 
who consists of knowledge ), spoken of in Brhad. Upa. IV. 3-7, is 


not the individual soul, but Brahman. Rāmānuja and Nimbarke, = 


however, regard the three siitras as forming but one adhikarana ieee 
pee dealing with the ākāśs in Chand. Upa. VIII. 14.1. To the objec- ce 
tion that the jiva or pratyagdiman is nothing but the Paramatman, = 


owing to many passages teaching their unity and. condemning eS 


duality and that therefore, the ākāsa n aay be the jiva in its rea- 


-leased condition, spoken of in the immediately preceding passage, = 


sūtra 42 replies, ‘no; for the jiva and brahman are spoken of as 


i being distinctly different from each other in the condition of deep ae. 
| sleep in the departure from the body. ’ And even’ in the state of | S oe 
e _ release, the jivs can neyer be non-different from Brahm: ne bs ig) 
< to be noticed that sūira 42, distinctly speaks of the difference — 
x between Brahman end jiva. And the same passage from tke 


: Brhad. Upa., i @. IV. 3. 24, is adduced by both | Sarmmkara and Dae | 
- Ramanuija as proof. The fact that the word ‘ vyapadesét * ’ hes tos oe 
a be implied i in sūtra AQ seems to be an are umeni in favour of a ee 
taking sttras 42 and 43 as belonging to one and the same adhi je 
: ‘z karana. | Madhya takes es these” three stitras | ( Al, 42 and 43 ip as nS o | 
forming three different adhikaravss referring to the akata Ke haan ies 
: . Upa. VIL 14 t J the prājña ( Brhad. Upa. IV. 3. er} and to Po a 


2 2 l Tape and deci 
est Brahman. 
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ADRYAYA L PADA A, 


| Tt was shown i in L1. 5 that the pradhana cannot ihe the cause 
of the world, for it finds no support in the scriptures ; and further 
it was shown that Brahman alone is the subject of the various © 
doubtful passages of the Upanisads; still the Sāmkhya comes 
_ forth with certain passages in which occur terms most familiar 
_ to the Sarhkhya doctrine. The last pada of the first Adhyaya 
specially aims at showing that such terms cannot but denote 


vee something connected with the Vedanta doctrine. 


- The first adhikerana ( sutras 1-7 ) establishes that the word — 
: avyakta ( the undeveloped ), occurring in Katha. Upa. I. 3, 10 and 
11, does not denote the pradhana, but the subtle body as well as 


the gross body viewed as an effect of the subtle body. Sathkara, 





ae Ramanuja and Nimbirka all agree exactly. Madhva, who reads 

a an additional sūtra ‘ prakaranat’ between 5 and 6 and who also 

includes sūtra 8 in this adhikarana, tries to show thatthe avyakta 
denotes Visnu and he interprets sūtra 4 3am differently from 


the rest. According to all except Madhva, the sūtra means that the - | 
-~ avyakta cannot be the pradhana; for if it had been the pradhana, 
_. jňeyatva ( or being the object of knowledge ) should have been | 


_ predicated of it, since according to the Sämkhyas it is the know- 
ledge of the pradhana that leads to Moksa. But as itis notso predi- < 

cated, the avyakta can mean only something else. Madhva under- 
stands it to mean that the avyakt a denotes Visnu, because 


E iheyatvs can never be mentioned of anything but Visnu. Accord-_ 


ing to Vallabha, the avyakia inthe passage in question denotes 
a the grace of the Lord, which is also identical with the Lord him- 
B Sel o or with the Brahman i that i is subile. 


Aa rikerand 2 ( sitiras 8-10 ) shows that the tricoloured unborn 
To one ( tri-rūpa aja) in Syed. Upa: IV.5 cannot be the pradhāna — 


oe prakrti of the Sārıkhyas, but it is“ ‘ jyotirupakrama ’ the causal ~ 
oo matter. of the world, consisting , of the. three elements — of a a 
light, water. and earth, ( instead of the three qualities of sativa; o 
rajas and tamas, as the Sarhkhyas would say y or it is the divine n 
: power of Brahman which | creates. this” causal matter. Ang. ihe ae 


n : term‘ aja’ y goat ) is only ; a metaphorical description, a ‘kalpana’ ER o 





ae Ramanuja a and Nimbarka have the sa same y general. purport for or the | 











fete the refutation of the Sarhkhya As: ve 





ANALYSIS af a PR ee 


Ob 


a ora but, in accordance with their doctrine; the aja more 7 


particularly means ‘the stiksma-cid-acid-vastu ° 
| and material world in- its. 


very body of the Parama itman. 


ever, explain the words ‘jyotirupakrama’ in sūtra 9 and ‘kalpana’ 
in sūtra 10 to mean ‘ produced from Brahman’ (brahma-karanika) 


‘and creation respectively. If it be asked how the aja be called | 


produced from Brahman’ and at the same time ‘ 


given by Sarnkara. Vallabha g generally follows Sarnkar a, though 


he reads sūtra 9 as ‘Sala: IRAIA &c.’: the aja is jyotih i. e. the 


-first creation of Brahman, owing to the statement at the com- 


mencement of the passage ’. Madhva, however, who also reads _ a8 
sūtra 9 just in the same way as Vallabha, interprets the adhikarana 


to mean that the words denoting karman, j..e. sacrifices like the- 
 jyotistoma, also denote none but Visnu,—an interpretation which 


is the natural consequence of the way how he has explained — 


2 the preceding adhikarana. 


Adhikarana 3 (sitras 11- ~13) according | to all the commentators 


‘decides that the “ Ta TRHAT? in Brhad. ‘TV. A 17 are not the twenty- ad. 


five principles of the Sarmkhyas, but the five pranas. 


| Lcaiiborand 4 ( sitras 14- b ) as E that there is no con- wos 
tradiction whatsoever in reg arding ‘Brahman, whose es- 


sence is intelligence, being the cause of the world. ‘Ramanuja 

and Nimbirka have the same gener al purport, but ti hey connect 

= the adhikarana more directly with the subject matt er of the 

: preceding part of the pada, i. e the refutation of i ine Sarnkhya. l 
The cause is sometimes called sat, sometimes asat or avy ākrta, says 
| the Samkhya ; yso it must be the pradhana and the willing {use 
| represents metaphorically ‘the being ready i to create ofthe pradhana.’ 

| No, says the Vedania, even the word asat means Brahman and i it 


As 80 called only with re egard to the vyakria. or the gross world, 


r endowed. with name and form; and it does not mean: absolute non= 
| existence. Sarkara, however, followed by Vallabha, thinking that 
i onnects this adbikarpa with 








the. intelligent | 
subtle condition which forms the © 


 Rāmānuja and Nimbārka, how- | 


unborn ’, the | 
reply is that it refers to the creation, e. g. in 4a aamaaeeqad Ry. - 
X. 199, 3—( ihe creator created just as before ). Ramanuija also 
takes great pains to refute the explanations of the words as 
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-the general question of ae amanvays „of ie Vedic texts and de- 
| cides that although there may be contradiction among the texts 
regarding the order of í the creat sion, there i is no such contradiction 


regarding Brahman. being i the. cause oft the world; and sO the 


samanvaya need not be called into question. Madhva, explaining 


sūtra 14 just in the same way as Sathkara and Ramanuia, sees, 


however, a new adikarana in sūtra 15, which he interprets to 
- mean thus: even though all words ultimately denote the Para- 
matman or Visnu, still they may, at the same time, denote ie 
objects in the world, by being secondarily transferred to them : TE 


Ta a ao amga a | aE Har RAZARA: l 


"Adhikarta 5 T t6- 18 ), according to nee and 


| Vallabha, proves that ‘he who is the maker of those persons, of 
whom all this is the work,’ mentioned in Kaus. Upa. IV. 19 is 
neither the vital airmor the individual. soul, but the Brahman. | 
j Ramanuja and Nimbarka, who agree in the general purport, how- = 
cee ever, bring it more directly in relation to the refutation of the | 
wee - Sankhyas, who see in this passage the purusa. 


es - Adhikarana 6 ( stitras 19- 22 ) demonstrates that the ‘ self to 

“he seen, to be heard, etc.’ in Brhad. Upa, II. 4.5, is not the indi- 

| vidual soul, but the Highest Self In this also, Ramdnuja and a 
_ Nimbārka see a refutation of the Sāmkhyas according to whom 

e ‘the ‘ purusa ° is spoken ofin the passage. This adhikaraņa is 

important, because it raises the question how it is that while 


aft 


ee. the passage mag seas GF aa (every thing is dear. for 
| ~ the pleasure of the self ) is referred to the jiva, the subsequent 
| ‘passage: AAA Raa aq aai wait) by knowledge of the Self, every“ 
thing becomes s known ) is to be maintained as- referring: to the | 
a Brahman; and three different views are stated under the names of 
i a Asmarathya, Audulomi and Kasakrisna, the last representing the 
a os sidddhanta, Sūtra 22, however, containing ihe view of ‘Kasekrisna ae 
aig interpreted differently. According | tO Sarhkara it means ` ‘ because oe 
oo (tite: Highest Self ) exists in the. condi ition, ‘ avasthiteh * (ofthe — 
_ individual soul ); ie because the Hig shest Self only is that 
_ which appears as the individual soul, which i is evident from. ‘such Po 
- a passag e as. let 7 me enter into them with. this living self and 3 2 


5 a evolve names and forms’ os : This implies | , an abs olute Fontity of oe 
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the jiva and Brahman. Accordi ing to Rāmānuja 2 and N inte ka, | 
however, the word ‘ avasthifeh ’ means ‘on account of (Brahman’s) | 
abiding ( within the individual soul,) i. e. the words denoting the- 
jiva are applied 7 to Brahman, because Brahman abides as its self 
within the individual soul, which thus constitutes Brahman’s— 


body ( cf. ‘ he who dwelli ing within the self etc., whose body the 
self is etc.’ Brhad. Upa. LIT. 7. 22. Thus Ramanuja and Nimbar- 


ka refer to the Antarayamin ‘the ruler within’, implying a 
real difference of individuality between Brahman and iva. 


Vallabha explains the word «vasthiti to mean avasth® and says 
that the jiva is only an avastha ( condition ) of bhagavan and 
hence the words denoting the jiva are applied to Brahman, thus 
referring to his doctrine of pure monism ( without the help of 
maya ), It is difficulé to ‘say which of these meanings of the word 


60: t 9 MREP ki L ' i ae . : 
avasthiti "is the most natural; or very probably the advocate 

of this view, not having in view any definite? solution of the pro- pie: 

blem, used a general word to explain the relation between 


Brahman and the jiva. 


E Adhikaraņa 7 (sutras 23-27 ) kale that Brahman is pot o o e ni 
only the operative or efficient cause ( nimifta kūraņa) of tbe 
world, but the material cause ( upadana or prakrti) as well. 


Here again Ramanuja takes this as aspecial refutation of the 


Besvara- Sāmkhya, according to whom, the isvara is only the 


operative cause; while the pradhana is the inc Osan material 
cause. -Vallabha follows Sa mara.. Here the world * parinamat ’ 
Ain: sūra 26. ‘is mosi important; for it is distinctly. applied to the 
vivar fa ( superimposition ) doctrine held by Sarnkara. 

a last sūtra 28 ofthe pada is explained by Sathkara and 


‘Vallabha. thus : : the refutation of the Sarmkhya view can be? 


and is applied mutatis -mutandis to oiner doctrines also, such 
as the doctri ine of the world having originat ved from a atoms. Rama-— 
nuja and Nimbarka however translate. it thus: all the passages 
ofthe Vedanta i text are explained as referring to. Brahman end 
Brahman alone. -These two modes of iranslai ving thi is last. sūtra 


are very surpri ising, indeed, in view of the fact that Sarhkara 


has nothing t bo do with Sahkhya_ doctri ine in the preceding four 
- adhikaranas ( sud Tas 14-27 Jy while Ramanuja. connects: them as 


a. 


a Oa rule, wji th tae refutation c of o one or other point: in the Sarhkhya 


Gha: yi e vedanta, 10. 
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‘doctrine.  Samkara is, no doubt, inconsistent with himself 
in not referring about half of the pada to the refutation of the 
Samkhya doctrine, though in introducing the pada he remarks 
that ihis- pada has for its special aim, the demonstration that 
certain words and passages claimed by the Sarhkhyas as support- 
ing ‘their doctrine can really speaking only refer to certain 
things connected with the Vedanat doctrine. On the other hand 
£ Rāmānuja and Nimbarka, following him, have uniformally directed 


the whole of the pada against the refutation of the Samkhya 
docirine. — 


Madhva differing from all the rest, sees in this pāda an attempt 

‘to show that all words without exception ultimately denote Visnu ; 

and from this point of view, he has consistently interpreted - all 

the sitras. Sttras (15-22) form one adhikarana and are ex- 

~ plained consistently with the sūtra 15 explained above. Thus the 

-use of words to denote the world by objects as opposed to Visnu is 

due to the popular usage and it has nothing to do with the Sastra; 
and thus there is no inconsistency at all; for all words denote | 
--Visnu esoterically; while at the same time, they may denote 
worldly objects exoterically ( sūtra 16 ) Since an object may be- 
denoted by words referring to Visnu, all objects being dependent 





= onandowing their existence to Visnu, the jiva and the chief — 


oe vital air also may be denoted by words referring to Visnu, owing 
to the three-foldness of Upasana (see above EL 31) (sūtra 17). All 
Tithe following sŭūtras are explained by him in thesame strain. Thus 
| < for inst ance, the three sittras 20, 21 and 22 give the different views 
regarding the reasons why words refer to actions | in the first 
-instance and į to Visnu ultimately, Kasakrisna’s view being that 
words. denote the worldly objects, because everything | in 
- Paramatman, Í is support ted by ond rests in Visnu ( avasthitch ) 
- Sutras (23-27) form: another adhikarana, proving that the- word 
a ‘ prakrti ’ and all. other similar. words mean Visnu ultimately. 


| Sttra 28 finishes the topic by asserting that all words ( like : R 
Sanya, abhava, eto. = may be explained or derived as. meaning ae 


ate rt ae ae 
fn seta mn ame am neat Ha mabe aiy paa see nat nnani feta ne tien naomi eg Ae at me A erento Maree aminen danone m eaa Ae N 


aR ‘Madhva derives. ‘the. words banya" ‘and ‘ abhiva ’ so as. to mean 


` Vişpu: — at 54 Fe aa keg A r è. he who makes the pleasure of others ee he 
“inferior to his own’ "and ‘3 Ei aai ara war ome Tam i eck he i is not a ae 


_ capable. of being thought c of and he n is called ably,’ o ner 
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Visnu. aade to Madhya, ‘thus, te whole of this pada serves 


one purpose, viz. to C that all words, like avyakta, aja, o 
prakrti and what not, ultimately refer i to Visnu. Thus Madhva’ Boe 
interpretation, though standing by itself, and rather fanciful in 


‘some cases, has the merit of consistency, in that it strictly takes 


lis stand on Samanvaya, the title of the first adhyaya. 


ADHYAYA II, PĒDA I. 


After having established in the first Adhyaya that all the | 
Vedanta passages aim at the intellig gent Brahman being the cause © 


ofthe universe and that no passages support the Sarmkhya doctrine, 


the Sittrakara next proceeds to answer objections against the — 
doctrine of Brahman, based on the grounds of smrtis or speculative = 
reasoning. The first adhikarana ( sūtras 1-2 ) of the last pada of 

the second adhydya answers the objections that the acceptance of _ 


the Vedanta doctrine involves the rejection of certain smrtis, such 


as that of Kapila, which preach the Samkhya doctrine, by saying — 
that the acceptance of the Sarhkhya doctrine would in its turn 
Involve the rejection of many other smrtis, such as that of Manu, aes eee 
© which preach the doctrine of Brahman. And when two Smttis = 00000 
disag gree, that alone is to be accepted which is in conformity WSS 
the Smrti; no support whatsoever can be found in Sruti for the | 
Kapi lasmrit. All agree ss regards the general purport of the | 
adhikarana. But sūtra 2 is explained differently. According to 
Sarkara and Vallabha it means ‘ because other principles of the 
'Samkhyas, such as mahat ete. are not found in Smrti, nor. m E 
- Veda nor in the popular belief.’ According to Rāmānuja and a 
Nimbārka i it means ‘ because, in other Smttis iike those of Manu, 2 


the doctrine of the pradhana is- not found,’ which involves a 


repetition of a part of the first sūtra. ‘Madhva explains it to ee reco, 


* other Smriis are not authoritative, bece guse cther chings such as 


| ‘the fruits etc. spoken of in these Smrtis, are not experience 4 oo 


directly,’ K which is not. satisfactory. Adhikarana 2. (autre 32 
applies the same argument | to the Yog ga doctrine. oe 


oan adhikarana 3 ( sūtras 4-11), ihe objection ‘that Brahman 
which is intelligent cannot be the cause of the world which ; 


a non-intellig gent is answered by pointing out inst sances of dissimilar. a 
a. causes. and effects, e gi the cowdung and the scorpion. produced 
a from it, eto, Ne or can Brahman be soiled or rendered l impure by the: 
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? effect ene merged? into ti ue cause. And reasoning pure and staal 
will not do i in such supersensuous, purely motaphysicel matters 
owing to the diversity of i tae judement of different savants, who all. 
claim to be equally infallible. All except Madhva agree in this 
‘general purport of tne Ad hikarana, Sūtra 7, however, is explained — 
differently. According to § Jathkara it means ‘if it be objected that | 
the effect is non-existent before its production, we do not allow 
that, becaus se itis a mere negation (without any object to be 
negatived Y. For, ase matter of fact, the effect always exis sts, 
whether before or after its origination, through and in the form of 
the cause itself, Rāmānuja and Nimbarka explain it thus :~The 
} fect cannot be said to benon-existing ; because what the preceding 
sūtra has laid down is merely the denial of an absolute rule 
demanding that cause and effect should be of the same nature; it 
- was not asserted that n effect is a thing altogether different and 
separate from the capse. Vallabha on the cther hand says— if it — 
: be said that even the asat is spoken of as being the cause, in 
: Sruti, we reply, no; for the mention is made only to deny that 


Pe, as . ie 5 
~ something non-existing can be the cause, e. g. in ‘#4 gaa: Wea, 


how can saf be produced from asati ? ° Tt is to be noticed that this- 


--adhikarana rests entirely upon the doctrine of parināma and the — 
n ao instances quoted in commenting on sttra 6 by all including — 





| Sarhkara are such as lend support to parintima; and none implies 
the idea of vivarta. Here also it is to he noted that it isthe Samkhya 
doctrine of the similarity of cause and effect and the supposition | 
-that the pradhāna ci consists of the three qualities in order i čo account 
for their existence fa i ihe world which is intended to be rebutted. 

5 Adnikarana 4 (sir 2) says that the same line of reasoning ; may be — 
di irec ced ag ainst other doctrines, like that of the atoms ete. TE 


ee "Madhya, | héwever, puis anu. a _ different interpretation on i 
a sūira (4-12.) In sittra 4, forming an adhikarana by itself, he shows 


thai the srusi and the smrti following ii, which | are eternal and free | 
_ from faults, are quite different in character from other sources of © 


: proof and SO their pr imanya must not be questioned on ihe ground 


of the fruit not being immedi tely perceived. ‘Siires 5 and 6, 
forming another adh: ikarana, answer the objection. that the Veda is | 
us posed i to reasoning, because ib describes the earth a as spea king (eg. 


‘myd abravit '), wh! ch is | impossible, by, saying that Ab de! thee oe 














ANALYSIS — 


sentient deities that are meant ‘here; and ihat they have a 


partal power whichis seen only by great beings (Zz7à W instead of 
‘gsqq T’ which is the reading of all others). sats as (7-12) forming 


an adhikarana prove that the mention of asat as ee cause of the 


world does not involve any con® “radi iction, since 73 isonly meant for | 
denying that asat can be the cause. And even in pralaya, the non- 


existence (asatuz) of the world and its cause is contrary toreason ; 


for, instances can be given in favour of salted, but none in favour 
of asattva. Nor can we resori to another mode cf reasoning than | 
this; for in that manner, moksa end the otaer things, admitted to- 


be true so far, will have to be given up. Inthe same way, i.e. 
owing to the presence of favourable instances and the absence of 
unfavourable instances, all other doctrines not « 20C@P ted PF Sruti 
can be repudiated. ae 


Sūira 13, which comes ext and forms adhikarana5, is — 
very interesting, since each commentator has his own peculiar 


way of interpreting it. According to Sarhkara, it teaches that 


although the enjoying souls (bhokir ) and the object of enjoy- Fs 
ment (bhogya) are really non-different from Brahman, still o ee 
_ they will not necessarily be identical with each other,ie io 
their mutual distinction may at the same time be main- 
tained; just as, for instance, in the world the waves and i 
ripples, though all non-different from the sea, still pre- | 
serve their mutual distinction. Vallabha strictly follows 


Samkara, though he takes another instance, i.e. that of the brace- 
let and the ear-ring, both being non-different from gold, atthe same 


time, being individually Ciseinevishe? from one another. He os : 


‘prefaces his explanation by saying ‘arni caer ariane ntig ‘s 


far the objections regarding the cause were removed; now We: 


proceed to remove - those with regard to the effect. (ie the 
: world consistins of enjoying g souls and the objec: ‘s of enjoyment Ya 


Raminuja, however, t trans nslates the sitra thus usi- Lf it. hat said hat X: 


from ( Brahman ) becoming an enjoyer there fe Hows non-distinc- 


tion ( of Brahman and jiva ); we reply, i it may he as” in ordinary 


life’. If the cit and acit, whether in a suitable or gross condition, | 


| i form. the body of Brahman, then Brahman bei me as much embodi- _ i : ms l 2 | 
: ed as the jiva, would like him, be also an enjoy er; o SO the differ- . E : z 2 : : | 
ne ence of nature between Ivara a and Jiva C. sê: . tka at one is: ‘the en- Cae 
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joyer, while the other is not ) would no longer be possible. No; 
we reply,it would be possible, because bhoktrtva, ‘being an enjoyer’, 
is not due to mere sa-ariratva ‘ having a body’, but to karma- 
vasyatva ‘ being subject to merit and demerit. > And we see in 
the world that a king, though an embodied being just like his 
servants, does not experience their pleasure and pain. 


Nimbiraka very similarly explains thus: If Brahman is the 
cause of the world, then Brahman, in the form of jiva would have 

to be the experiencer of pleasure and pain; and so the distinction 
_ between Brahman and jiva that Brahman i is niyanir, thec ontroller,’ 

and jiva is the bhoktr,’ the enjoyer, would no longer be possible. 
' The reply i is that it would be possible simult janeously with the 

| non-difference of Brahman and jiva, just as, for instance, the sea 
and the wave, or the sun and the lustre, are both non-different 


and different. 


l - According to Madhva, the sūtra teaches thus: Ifthe indivi- 


aE dual soul ( bhoktr ), when released, is described as being one with 
n the Highest Self, so that there is non-difference between the two, _ 

S then, even before release, we shall hav e to admit s similar non- 

aT: ifference ; for, that which is once oa can never be non-differ- _ 
ae ent. The reply is that the released soul, though being one with 





the highest self, still continues to preserve its difference, just as- 


one mass of water mixed with another becomes apparently one, but 





is really different and not the same, as is proved, for instance, by : 
the increase in the volume of the water. 


‘The difference of interpretation mainly turns on the TE 


a. tion of the word bhoktrapatti, Sarnkara and Vallabha take itto mean 


‘the bhokir becoming bhogya and the bhogya becoming bhoktr,’ 


oboe -Ramanuia and N ibarke, ‘ Brahman being the bhoktr ' and Madhva, _ 


‘ the bhoktr being Brahman. -Nowi itis quite evident that the 

z first translation ee not natural ‘The Sitrakara would rather have 
| said ‘ saan: SOF: Ap: . And moreover, the question of 
s the difference or non difference betivoon bhoktr and bhog gya seems 


“fo be, rather out of place, inspit te of the explanation. ¢ siven by Val- 


oe labha. For, we expect something r reg ardi ing 7 the relation betw een nite so. a 


— e effect ( and this is. the subject of | the following aae a ); 
Ei and the question 7 reg garding : relai 7 
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material world being already disposed of in the third adhi karana, 

he Sttrakara would naturally occupy himself with it s sequel, 
i.e. the relation between Brahman and jiva as cause aad effect. 
Also the illustration of the wave and ripple and the sea does not 


quite fit in with the bhokir, the bhogya and the brahman; for the 


relation between bhokir and bhogya cannot bear comparison with | 


that between a wave and a ripple or that between a bracelet and 
an ear-ring. And how is it conceivable that one who held the 


doctrine of absolute monism should devote a separate edhikarana 


to the establishing of the difference between bhokir and bhogya ? 


And as usual, Sarhkara comes forth with his explanation that 


what this sūtra has to say does not refer to the highest verity, but 
only to the popular conception, = a go BE Saeed 


Madhva explains the siitra so as to establish his doctrine of 


absolute difference between Brahman and jiva; but his way of 


_ taking the word ‘ bhoktrapatieh’ is far from satisfactory ; and a 
moreover, his reference to the released condition of the individual = = | 
soul makes the adhikarana more appropriate in the phaladhyaya yo e] 


and Madhva hims self, conscious of this, tries to show the propriety 


of E adhikarana i in the present pāda which deals with a-virodha E 
p - the removal of contradictions : ‘Rae af RANI aai g- 7 


 Ramanuja’s way of | taking the word ‘ bhoktrāpatteh’ is the 


most natural; and the question he refers to is also quite- in place 
here. ‘He also quotes the authority of the Dram ida~bhasyakara ~ 


| in support of his view, and, before concluding, tries to show the. 


unreasonableness of Se stinkara’s way of interpretation, by remarking | 


-that no one ever doubts the difference or non-difference between 
bhogya and bhoktr, whatever be the relation between Brahman - 
>: and the Universe as cause and effect. 


es ‘The same remarks may üe made about N jmbarke’ explanation, | : oo 
though he tries to bring out more clearly his doci trine of ee 
* öhedabheda ` Ce P is erg - S | 


 Kabivarana 6 (e sūtras , 14-20 j: states ‘according to all exoept. 


ae Madhya. the  Vedānta-doctrine | of 3 the -non-difference “between — Reena 
my : cause and effect, which | is ‘opposed to the Vaisesika view accord- a” 
a new v created from the « cause, a 
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But this eee itself i is interpreted by the different com- 
mentators according to their respective doctrines. Thus Sarhkara 
thinks that the nc m-difference of cause and effect means that the 
cause alone is the reality ; while the effect i is mere delusion; some- 
thing super-imposed upon the cause. Brahman alone therefore is 
the reality; while the universe, both intelligent and non-intelligent. 
is only illusory ( vivarta ). Rāmānuja thinks that the effect is 
only a modification of the cause (parindma); thus Brahman 
with the cit and the acit in their subtle condition as body is ‘the 
cause, which sometimes transforms itself into the effect, Brahman 
= with the cit andthe acit in their gross condition as body. 
‘Nimbarka explains ‘“ananytva’ as ‘na atyantabhinnatva’‘ not 


n | absolute difference’ and holds that the effect is both: different and 


 non-different from the cause. Vallebha maintains a non-difference 
without any reference to maya. The passage,expressly referred to 


in sūtra 14, is that ‘which contains the word—' arambhana ’— 


‘army APA sey alee amg’ (Chand VI 1 1 All 


oe depends upon how the word ‘ vacarambhanam’ is understood. 


i. Sarhkara translates it thus— the modification (i. e. the effect, the — 7 


< thing made of clay) is a name merely, which has its 
7 -origin in speech, while the truth is that it is clay 





: merely.” Thus he deduces the doctrine of mithyatva, the 


-~ unreality of all effects, Brahman alone being real. Ramanuja— 
translates it thus:-—‘ on account of speech (i. e. for the sake 


of the accomplishment of certain activities such as the bringing 


_ of water etc., which are preceded by speech) the clay takes an 


- effect (form) and a name; they all( the things made of clay) 


cuvare clay, this only is true’, i. e. the substance clay itself receives 


a new configurati ion and a new name. 
A little conSideration will show us that e a’s ‘interpreta: | 
tion is open to the objection that the two words ‘vacdrambhanam’ 

and ‘namadheyam’ convey the same idea and are almost 
< synonyms, so that one of the words is superfluous ; s whereas, 


~ according i to Rāmānuja 2 two words convey two distinct ideas. 

_ “ Namadheyam ° means ‘name’ as opposed to ‘ form °; while Ray 
‘ vacdrambhanam’ means ‘having nothing but « a practical purpose 
‘in view,’ the idea being that the products. of clay, for inptonoe; $ 


are clay, with the difference, “however, that. ‘they | can serve | a 


: i practical purpose, which clay i in 1 itself ca annot. 
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‘The illustration of clay and its products is dis- 
tinctly in favour of the parindma-vida and makes 

it difficult to deduce the vivartavada. Vallabha — very 
aptly makes some scathing remarks against those who deduce the 
doctrine of the unreality of all products from the Upanisad 
passage in question, which is quite against the spirit of the whole _ | 
section and which is not supported at all by the wording of the 


sūtra before us. Rāmānuja also criticises Sarnkara’s explanation. 


To the same conclusion lead the two illustrations in the sūtras 19 | 


and 20. The effect is non-different from the cause just as a piece 


of cloth is non-different from the threads etc. of which it is made, — 
or just as the different vital airs performing different functions — 
and as such receiving different names are none but the vital air. 


All this only supports the parinadmavada and cannot, even by the 


highest stretch of imag vination, be made to favour the vivartavada. a 


Madhva, on the other hand, interprets the adhikarana: differ- e 
ently. According to him the question is whether Brahman wants 
-the help of Karanas or instruments like ordinary agents in this — ie 
world. The reply is that Isvara creates the world without the help oa 


of any other instrument ( ananyatvam ) as is seen from Rgveda 
X. 81.2, in which all instruments etc., are denied. ‘1% faa amema,” 


etc. And if there had been any such instruments they might 


: have been known or demonstrated in the Vedas; but as a matter | 

of fact they are not. The remaining sittras of the adhikaraņa 
~ are also interpreted by him in the same strain. It is quite- evi- 
: k deni that the topic i is irrelevant in the present place. 


Adhikaraņa 7  ( sūtras 21-2 3) ans wers the objection that | P 


Brahman and jiva are exactly identical, as evidently follows from _ 
such passages as ‘ tat tvam asi” etc., then the Lord, would be open 
_ to such faults as not always doing what is good and he would be 
2 also subject to the miseries of the worldly. existence, by saying 
= that Brahman i is something over and above and superior to jiva, 
because their difference is clearly and explicitly stated as in 


o a Upa. IL 4.5 ‘ the selfi is to be seen, to be heard ete. Bhd o 
= elsewhere ( Chand. Upa. VIIL 7.1, Brhad. Up. IV. 3. 35). a 


i . adhikaraņa leaves not the slighest doubt that according to the 
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was conscious of this, since he comes wi th with his usual expla- 
= nation that the difference, maintained in sūtra 22, is not real, but 


due to the soul’s fictitious limiting adjuncts. On the other hand, E 
Rāmānuja, Nimbārka and Vallabha simply follow the words of- 


the siitras, of which sūtra 21 formulates the objection, while sūtra 
22 states the reply. Sūtra 23 is explained by Sarhkara to mean 
that the objections raised by others cannot be established, because 
the case is analogous to that of stones ete., i. e. just as some stones 
are worthless and others are very precious, though all are alike 


- stones, in the same way one and the same Brahman may perform 


= different kinds of functions (azar: =q aaan RA: ). Ramanuija, 
o however, explains thus :— just as the material world or acit, ( of 
_ which stones are a type ) can never be absolutely identical with 
| Paramatman in the same way, the jiva or cit can never be ~ 
S absolutely identical with the Paramātman ( agavaft:=sareqizanay- 


qa: ). Nimbarka his :— the jiva though non-different from 


o- Brahman is atthe same time, individually different, just like 
adamant, diamond ete., which are all modifications of the element 


-~ earth ( prthivi).’ Vallabha interprets somewhat similarly to — 
fae Sarkara. It is difficult to say. which of these itor pretariOn is: 
Sols “more natural than others, still sūtra 22‘ wae g WARNT ' decides { 
-> purport of the adhikarana beyond doubt. 





i ~ Adhikarana 8 ( siitras 24-25 ) ans according to all a 
m Madhva, that Brahman can create the world by its mere will, — 


without the employment of other external instruments, just as 








i gods can do ; and just as milk can, of itself, turn into curds. 
 — Adhikarana 9 ( siitras 26-29 ) teaches that Brahman can create 


the world, without entirely passing over into it, and at the 
game time remaining one and undivided ; for it is so stated ex- 
A _ pressly in the scriptures. Adhikarana 10  ( sūtras 30-31 ) says 


. that Br ahman, although unassisted by other means, can create the | 
world, by virtue of its manifold wondrous powers. ‘Ramanuja 

and Nimbarka, regard sitras 26- 3L as forming one adhikarana, | 
7 theugh they agree with Sathkara as ; regards their general purport. S 








However, Samkara would explain this sort of the creation of the ee 
world, by its illusory character ; A while Rāmānuja would say- ‘thats. 
the creation of the world means merely the visible and tangible —) 


ee mi anifest ‘ation of what Pevi ious aly xisted | in i Brahman | in a a subila aes 
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imperceptible condition. Vallabha explains the creation as being 


possible through the unfathomable greatness and the imeompre- — 
_hensible powers ( aigvarya ) af Brahman in | which: all sorts of 


Opposites are possible. 


Adhikarana 11 (sūtras 32-33) states that Brahman in creating 
the world has no purpose but mere sport. Adhikarana 12 (sutras a 
34-36 ) says that Brahman cannot be laid open to the charges of i 
cruelty and partiality owing to the unequal fortunes of the beings 
in this world and the universal suffering: for Brahman acts 
only with a view to the merit and demerit of the individual souls; 
-and this succession of merit and demerit and their corresponding 


consequences, i. e. this Sarhsira, is without beginning. Adhika- 


tana 13 (sūtra 37) finishes the pada by declaring that all the — 
qualities, such as omniscience or omnipotence, are possiblein Brah- 
man and thus make it capable of the creation of the world, 
ca Vallabha, Ramanuja and Nimbarka agree as regards the inter- — 2 
pretation, although Ramanuja regar ds stitras (32-37) as formi ing n 


one adhikarana. | 
“Madhva: on the other hand; regards sutras (21-26 ) as forming ; 3 ee | 
one adhikarana, whose object is to refute the view that jiva is an : | : os | 
independent creator of the universe. If the jiva weresuchan inde core : 
pendent agent, he should always do what is ¢cod and never do. what ie | 
is bad; but as a matter of fact, the case is quite the contrary ; there- | 


fore, jiva cannot be an independent ag ent (21). Paramesvara, on the 
other hand, is possessed of superior powers and therefore no such 


faults are possible in his case (22). And the jiva, even though. 


| intelligent like Paramegvara, cannot possibly be the maker of the — eas 

~ world, because he is dependent and not a master of himself, just oo 

La like the non-inteliigent stones etc. (23). Tf it be®said that this Soe 

denial of kartrtva to jiva is not right, because he is sèen to finish — = 

or put an end to things, we reply, that even in this he is depend- cn 
ent on Isvara ( A) Isvara, though unseen, can be the maker < 

| just] like gods and goblins etc. ( 25 Ji “Moreover, if jiva is the ee 

: maker, either he should exert his whole streng th entirely imevery. | 

: “little thing,— —but this is ‘not seen—or he should exert himself only a 

Pa partially,—but that would contradict his being one without parts. z eek 

o For all these reasons iva canı t be an independent creator RO. 
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| Sitras ( 27-31 ) form another adhikarana which says that no 


similar objections can be br ought against the Parameévara being 

the independent creator ; for his karértva is based on śruti ( 27). 
And Paramesvara does possess marvellous and manifold powers — 
2 28 Jo And all the objections raised above can be applicable only 
to jiva but not to Tévara (29). Īsvara is moreover possessed. of 


all powers ( without exception ) ( 30 ) Nor can the objection on 


$ T ground of the absence of helping instruments be raised, because 


uch absence is admitted by the scriptures. The remaining sūtras 
i the pada are divided into adhikaranas and TOEDOEN jasna in 


the same way as is done by Sarkara, 


ADHYĀYA II, PĀDA 2} 
Tn the second pada of the second EN the Sütrakāra pro- — 
ceeds to refute the philosophical theories regarding the origin of 


ihe world which are opposed: to the Vedant view, by means of 
l speculative argument, independent of passages from the scrip- = 
a i tures. Adhikarana 1 ( sūtras 1-10) is, according. to all except 
~- Madhya, directed against the Simkhyas and goes to prove that 
a non-intelligent cause like the pradhana cannot possibly create — 
ae or proceed with any activity without the guidance of an intelli- 
ee gent being. The secoud sŭtra means according to Sarhkara and 
 Nimbarka that‘ the pradhana cannot be the cause, because ofthe 
impossibility of activity, thus implying the word ‘ anupapatieh ’ 
| | from the first sūira. Ramanuja has: ‘because a non-intelligent 
cause is seen to be active’ when guided by an intelligent being 
| a Toa aT ARTS AEA). Sūtra 4 is also interpreted differently fe 
Oy Sathkara, Ramanuja and Vallabha; but the differences areofno 
material importance. At the end of this adhikarana, Ramanuja aa 
Da remarks that the doctrine of the nirvisesa Brahman is even more 
a | unreasonable than the Samkhya doctrine, in that the latter admits 
a oa plurality of souls to account for births and deaths ; while the Grae 
= mayavadins do not even admit that. 


| Madhva regards sūtras CHAY. as -forming one a REA z 


ae a the nirisvara-sathkhyas, sūtra 5 as another adhikaraņa ; 
ao refuting the Sesvara-samkhyas, sūtra 6 as the third adhikarana, a ag SE als 
~ levelled against the car vakas, sūtras (3-8) as the fourth adhikarana, he ee 
po ae denying the activity of the primordial 1 
o to ‘the. purusa a ifs aa) da 
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-the ffi th  adhikaraņa, directed a gainst the activity of the 1 purusa 


peng subordinate i to the primor dial matter ( TEATES A 


“The next sūtra (11) forms an adhikarana by itself according. to 
Sankit, 


Valei against the doctrine of the intelligent Brahman 
being the cause of the universe. 


pound differs in its dimensions from the cause, the atoms, in the 


‘same way the world may be oe from Brahman and may | 


not possess all its qualities. Sūtras 12-17 form an adhikarana 


refuting the doctrine of the Vaisesikas, according to whom 
the world is created from atoms set in motion by the adrsta. 


According to all the other commentators, however, sūtras 11-17 
form one adhikarana directed against the Vaisesikas, sūtra 11 
meaning that the whole of the Vaisesika doctrine is unreasonable, 


just like the production of the binary and tertiary atomic com- 


pounds from the atoms and binary atomic compounds respective- 
ly, though they differ in dimensions; and this appears, no doubt a 
more reasonable procedure than that of Sarnkara ; for in the midst 
of the refutation of the several doctrines, opposed to the Vedanta, 
with which the entire pada is occupied, itis rather awkward to 


understand one solitary sūtra as answering an objection raised | of 
against the Vedanta-doctrine, especially on the ground of the  ăž = 


vilaksanatva or the difference of nature between cause and effect, 


a, point which has been sufficiently thrashed in the preceding pada. ae 
- Sitras ( 18-32 ) are directed agains! the Bauddhas who can be 


distinguis shed either as bāhyāthavādins or sarvastitva-vadins — 


A ( Realists ), according to whom both material objects ‘And: their ' : : ae 
; cognitions are real, or as viifidna-vadins or yogācāras ( Idealists ), 


i who hold that ideas only are real and that external, objects apart | 

from their cognitions have no ‘independent. ‘existence, or as 
= sinyavadins ( Nihilists ) according to whom everything | is. void | 
or unreal. According to £ Sarnkara and Vallabha, sūtras 18- 27 are 


ne directed against the Realists, and sttras. ( 28-32 ) against the ; o a] 


‘Idealists, the last sūtra (32 jy being a general condemnation of the 


 Bauddha doctrine as a whole. Both. Sarhkara and Vallabha re- 
- marki that the Sūtrakāra did not care to refute the N: hilists, Bs their 
a doctrinei is, on the face ofi it, | , contrary : 





| : to all regeon, ‘Vallabha also 
ve adding that : a nihilist i is as s absurd as sa māyāvādin. |  Ramānuja 





who sees in it a reply to the objection. raised by the. 


Just as a binary atomic com- 


- eee RA ELO E E E E 
S TTT EEO LIE II 


eget ST aE SS 


gee a SRA EE IIE LIED OI 


z A E Senei min 
PASSE CATE ED LEED EDITION 








ORO ys ee tt THE VEDANTA 


| and Nimbarka ag ree with Saami in all a except that yey 
_ regard this last s sūtra as directed against the Nihilists. Madhva 
x o ‘sittras | 18-25 as directed against the Realists, sttras 
26-29. against the Nihilists and sūtras 30- 32 ag rainst the Idealists, _ 
- Owing to the peculiar nature of the siitras, it is not possible to 
decide exactly which siitras refute which particular school of 
| the Bauddhas, though Prof. Sicherbatskoi holds that the Buddhist 
doctrine referred to in the sittras is the vijfidnavada and Prof. 
Jacobi that it the sinyavada,* not to speak of the fact that 
what is a refutation of the idealist (e. g. proving the existence of 
external objects ) may as well be a refutation of the nihilist. The 
truth of this may be illustrated by noting here some of the sūtras — 
< which have been interpreted differently. Thus sūtra 26 a ARR: 
og agea tt’ is explained by Sarkara, Vallabha and Nimbarka to 
-mean that an entity cannot spring from a non-entity on account 
ofthis being not observed, whereas the Bauddhas who deny the 
existence of permanent stable causes are driven to maintain that an 


ae entity springs from a non-entity. Ramanuja, who directs the sūtra 


>o — against the sautrantika Bauddhat in particular, maintaining that 


a thing can become an object of cognition, even though not in 





actual existence at the time of the cognition, interprets it thus : 


aa o Be special forms of cognition such as blue colour ete. cannot be 





the forms of things that have perished and therefore are not in 
oe being, since this is not observed. For itis never observed that 


when a substrate of attributes has perished, its attributes pass _ 


over into another thing.’ Madhva directing the sūtra against the _ 
- Nihilist explains it to mean that a non-entity (Sinya) cannotbe the 
cause, because, itis never so observed. So also sitra 28, according : 


<o To Sarhkara, 7 Nimbarka and Vallabha, means that the -non-exi- 

3 -stence of extetnal things cannot be maintained, on account of our a 
-~ consciousness of them. According to Rāmānuja it means: The = = — 
aS non-existence of things apart from ideas cannot be maand be- 


a they are also Pe aes 


; cause weare conscious of cognitions as something that renders the | 





| i knowing subject capable of thought and intercourse with regard o S 
to particular things’. Aovonting: to > Madhva, who directs the sūtra oe 
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against the Nihili it means: ‘ it should not be said that the — 
world itself is a om oe a h} for we. actually see it.’ Sūtra 
30, according to Sarkara, Nimbarka and Vallabha,. maintains the 
impossibility of the existence of mental impressions in the absence 
of the perception of external objects; while according to Rama- 
nuja, it maintains the impossibity of the existence of mere cogni- 
tions devoid of corresponding things, owing to our never perceiv-— 
ing cognitions not referring to a cognising object. Madhva, di- 
recting the sūtra against the idealist, explains it to mean that the 
world cannot be mere idea or thoug ght, because of the absence of 
such a consciousness in us. 


The next adh ikarana (sitraa 33-36) contains a refutation of the - 
Jaina doctrine and sūtras 37-41, forming a single adhikarana, are 
directed against the Pasupatas, accor ding to whom Íšvara is only 2 
the operating or efficient cause ol the universe, but not its 
material cause. 


The last adhikarana of the pada ( stitras 42-45 ) fee to ibe i 
Paficaratra or Bhagavata doctrine. According to Sarkara and 
Vallabha, this is also refuted just like the other doctrines in 
the rest of the pada. According to Ramanuja, however, the first 
two sitras only of the adhika arana ( 42-43 ) contain objections — | 
against the doctrine in question ; ; but the last two sutras ( 44-45 o 
refute those objections and ultimately establish the Bhagavata à 


doctrine, which is, thus, the doctrine held by the Sūtrakāra. Ni im- E : 
barka agreeing neither with ‘Sa athkara nor with Ramanuja, re- Fa 


gards the adhikarana as a refutation of the Sakti doctrine, ace oo 
| cording to which, the Sakti, independent of the intelligent being, = 
Gan create the world. Madhva also follows Nimbarka. , z 





To come to the meaning of the stitras individually. Bakai oes 
commences by remarking that the -Bhagavaia doctrine deserves eee 
our acceptance, so far as it holds that Isvara is both the efficient ee 
and material cause of the Universe. So also when it says 
"i that the one holy Vasudeva, ‘whose nature is pure knowledge, iste 
what really exists, and that he, dividing himself in four parts, apes eS 

- ` pears i in four forms as Vasudeva (denoting the Highest Self), Sam- 


karsana (ind ividual soul), Pradyumna (the mind), and Aniruddha 








nothing to > object. But when i it e -o 
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further adds that Samkargana springs from Vasudeva, Pradyumna 


-from Sarhkarsana, and Aniruddha from Pradyumna, we must take 
exception to it. For it is impossible that the individual soul- 
~ would spring from the Highest | Self, which would make the for- 
mer non-eternal (42); nor is it observed thai the instrument 
(te. the mind ) is produced from the agent (i.e. the individual 
ae soul, 43). Or even if it be said that in consequence of their being 


endowed with knowledge, glory, ruling capacity ete., Sarkar- 


sana and others are really all Lords, all Vasudevas, free from 
faults, and without any imperfections, still the objection raised 
above remains uncontradicted (44), And moreover, the Bhaga- 
3 vata doctrine cannot be accepted owing to there being many 
i contradictions in the docirine itself and owing to its containing 
= many passages contradictory of the Vedas (e.g. ‘not having 

- found the highest bliss in the Vedas, Sandilya:s studied this Sastre’). 
os Vallabha follows Sarfikara bea in sūtra 44, where ‘az aaiavara’ is 
explained by him to mean ‘Ear asa i.e. because of the plura- 
ell n of lords—which is unreasonable—remaing uncontradicted. 


- Rāmānuja, however, translating the first two sutras just like 


| davikara, explains sūtra 44 thus: ‘or if they are of the 
mature of that which is knowledge and so on, there — 
oo i is no contradiction of that (i i. e. the Bhagavata doctrine ee What 
ee the doctrine really means is that Samkarsana etc., are of the 
nature of the highest Brahman, which, from kindness to those 
ee devoted to it, voluntarily abides in a fourfold form, so as to render 
itself accessible to its devotees, its birth being nothing but a 
oo voluntary assumption of bodily form. Sūtra 45, moreover, ‘says bi 
voso that the: origination of the jiva, which is brought forth as an | 
oe objection, i is distinctly controverted in the books of the Bhagavaias oo 
eS also. ‘Ramanvija winds up the adhikarana with along discursion ) 
oer onthe authoritativeness of the Bhagavata doctrine, being strongly 
recommended in the Mahabharata, by Vyasa himself, the author of | 
-the sūtras, and remarks that the statement. that Sandilya, mob ee 
finding any satisfaction i in éruti and smrti, at last found it inthis ae 
n doctrine - is. Opposed i in no way to ruti and smrti, on the other 
d hand, it means a high eulogy of them. 
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a hes gives a short explanation, exactly following Nimbarka and Srinivasa. 
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(If you think that the purusa i is oe in douch ‘with. the Sakti), — 
still there is no instrument, (because all instruments are pro- - 
duced only after the creation has be: run) (43). And if you think : 
that the éakti is possessed of inherent knowledge etc., then there — 
is no objection (because you have thereby come over to our 
doctrine of Brahman )(44). (Moreover the doctrine of Sakti 
cannot be accepted ), because it is opposed to sruti ete. ( 45 ).* 

It is very difficult to decide which of these interpretations is 
the correct one, especially, whether the adhikarana is only a refu- 
tation of the Bhagavata doctrine or whether itaims at establishing 
it. Between the two explanations of sūtra 44, which turns 
the whole drift of the adhikarana, there is nothing to choose; and 
the argument that it is not an un-natural procedure to end the (cae 
polemical pada with the defence of the doctrine which is to be oe 
viewed as the true one is without force; since, the exposition and 
defence of the true doctrine, whatever it be, is the subject directly == a 

or indirectly of the whole book, and, what is more important, we = 
do not meet with, even once in the sūtras, terms like Vasudeva, . 
Samkarsana ete., so peculiar to the Paficaratra doctrine; not to 
mention the fact that Ramanuja is the only commentator whosees — 
in this adhikarana sucha defence of the doctrine. The fact that — 
this particular doctrine is refuted last of all, can be explained by 





the circumstance that it is the mostallied tothe Vedantadoctrine, = = = = | 
and Sarkara has admitted this at the beginning of the adhi- 8 2 
karana, as we have remarked above. _ G) Fe ee a 


ADHYAYA TI, PADA 3. 














The third pada of the second adhyaya proceeds to aae | the: 

f question whether the different forms of existence which constitute | 
the universe are produced or not. The first fifteen sitras deal with — A 

2 the elements, while the remainder of the pada deals with ihe = a | 
ey individual soul. Adhikarana 1 ( sūtras 17) teaches that the : | 
ae * Te is is very curious that, though | Srinivasa in the Konsila coun 5 | 
follows the Parijatasaurabha of Nimbārka, Keśava- kasmirin in the Kausta- =| 


bhaprabha begins with | | a longthy explanation, word for: wordid entical with 
: that in the Sribhasya, and ‘in. the’ end very briefly observes that, really 
oe speaking, this adhikarana should be a refutation of the šakti doctrine, and 





t Perhaps the Particle’ va ‘in the sūtra 44 goes well with Sariik ara’ s syay 
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| emo is aot co- -eternal with Daru but springs from. it as its | 
first efect. Adhikarana 2 (siitra 8) shows that air similarly 
springs 7 m ether. Adhikarana 3 ( sūtra 9 ) is a kind of digres- 
sion: sayi int that Brahman, | which is only sat ‘ that which is’ 
canno: have originated from anything else. These nine sitras are 
regarded by Rāmānuja as one adhikaraņa, without any special Tea- 
son: the other commentators are in entire accordance with Sarmkara. 
| The next taree sitras (10-12), forming three adhikaranas, 
teach respectively that fire springs from air, water from fire, and 
earth from water. Adhikarana 7 (sutra 13 ) proves that it is 
- Brahman only in these various forms, to which the creation of 
the elements is due; and that it is noteffected by the elements _ 
themselves. Adhikarana 8 ( sūtra 14 ) teaches that the order of | 
reabsorption of the elements is just inverse to that of their 
-creation or emission. Adhikarana 9 ( sūira 15 ) observes that the 
. above-mentioned order of creation and absorption of the elements — 
| ag not disturbed by the organs of sense and the mind; for these | 
latter, being themselves of elemental nature, are created and 7 


oe destroyed along with the elements of which they consist. Thus oo ied 
: - Sarhkara has six adhikaranas for the six sūtras (10-15); and — oe; 


3 Vallabha is quite in accordance with him. 


- Rāmānuja, however, regards all these sūtras ( 10-15 jä as form- 
dng one adhikarana, of which sittras 10-12 ( sūtra 12 is split into ie 


two, by Ramanuja “ prthivi and adhikara etc.’ ) form the purva- — | 
. paksa, | stating that every. preceding element. itself produces 


-the subsequent element, and sūtra 13 begins the siddhanta 4 
ho the effect that it is Brahman that creates. Sūtra 14i is interpret- : 


p ed. by him differently so as to bean argument in favour of the An oe 
a siddhānta view in sūtra 13: “The order of succession ( kramah P 


z which is ‘cofitained i in such passages as ‘CHRISTA HT: qa: SAG T 
|S gäe gh Rarer fof 1 ( Mund. Up, 2. 1. 3 ), describing the — 
© direct origination from Brahman of all effects, and which is 
a reverse ( viparyayena ) from the order mentioned so far ( ie. each = 
$ preceding element producing the subsequent one) is possible 


q upapadyate ) only on the supposition of the origination of each re cee 
oa effect being really from Brahman itself ( atah ) in the. form of ee 
; special causal | substance,’ That this interpretation is” far ‘less i 4 





natural than the c one "given b 


| ates gose. without, ‘sayings E oe 
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‘Nimbarka also, er like Raminnié, regards siitras 10-13 as one _ 
adhikarana of which siitras 10-12 siate the pūrvapaksa and sitra 
13 states the siddhānta ; but he reads sittras 14-15 aj forming | 


two separate adhikaranas and 


- Sarhkara, Madhva regards sūtras 10-14 as forming five adhikaranas; 
but he interprets the sitras 10-12 as 


as asserting that not only the creation but the destruction also 
proceeds from Visnu ard from no other being such as Rudra etc. 
Sūtras 15 and 16 according to him form one adhikarana, sūtra 15 
stating the pirvapaksa and sūtra 16, the siddhanta. 


the individual soul, and as such is very important for our purpose. 


| ‘unborn and eternal ; and that the birth and death, spoken of in the 
case of the jiva, are only metaphorical, as they really belong to 
the body of the individual soul. This is the purpose of sūtra 16. 


(according to whom this is sūtra 17, forming part of the 
preceding adhikaraņa ) on the other hand, interprets 


P the sūtra differently thus : —The words in ordinary use, a ee 
| which are connected with and thus denote the moving and non- 
"moving things, possess with regard to Brahman a denctative 


power which is not secondary but primary and direct ( Ramanuja 


reads ‘ a-bhaktah’ while others read ‘Lhiktah ’ ), because the de- J 


notative power of all words is ‘dependent on the being of Brahman. 


~The very obscurity of the explanation is sufficient ; for its rejection. > 

Madhva’ s interpretation also is equally uns satisfaci tory. He con- = . oe 
Bat nects it with the preceding sutras and thus explains :—The produc- 

A tion of vijñäna from manas (which has been put forth as disturbing. 

= -the order of creation and that of destruction, which are exactly 

s opposite ) does not mean that the category called vijiāna jis 

G : produced from the category called. nianas ; 5 obit. it only. means 

that. knowledge arises from the act of- reflection, - referring — 

‘ to. moving and non-moving things; t this is m a kind, of 

o o TEN statement. ee 






The next sūtra ( (12), ‘oe fal ‘oe individet soul is never 





interpretes them just like 
meaning that the 


elements are all produced from Visnu and not that the subsequent 
element is produced from the preceding one. Sūtra 13 is interpreted _ 


Sūtra 16 and the rest of the pada deal with the nature of 


As we know, all the five schools agree in holding that the jiva is- 


- Sarhkara, Nimbarka and Vallabha agree literally. Ranna. ; 
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| produced; because the scriptures never apes avoui its produc- 
f tion, on the other hand, everywhere asseré its eternal 
: character. Here Sarnkara and Nimbarka read ‘a wat aA? while | 
| | Ramanuja, Vallabha and Madhva read ‘ A HN aa: ’; but that does | 
not make any ‘difference as rezards the ultimate sense. Here 
also all agree in referring this sūtra to the denial of birth for the 

individual ‘soul, except Madhva, who explains it to mean that 
the soul, i. e. the Parmātman is not destroyed or absorbed in some- 

thing else. That the interpretation of the preceding sūtra, as 
-= given by Ramanuia, is not natural enough follows from the 
following sūtra itself; since the denal of the birth of the jiva is 
the logical corollary of the statement that the so-called birth and 
is death of the jiva really belong to the material body. | 


The next sūtra (18) a runs as ‘a: Ha: 73 ' is interpreted 
by Sankara to mean that the individual soul is ‘ Knowledge’ 

Sei jana m); while Ramanuia and Nimbārka explain it to mean that 

ihe the jiva is a knower * ( maae qA stata: ), Nimbarka taking itas 


3 van adhikarana by itself like Sarhkara, while Ramanuja connecting u E cs 


it with the following sūtras. Vallabha, who also holds with a 
g Ramanuja and Nimbiarka that ‘ knowledge’ or ‘intelligence’ 

; a is an attribute ( guna or dharma ) of the jiva, interprets the sūtra i 

as stating the prima facie view, according to which jiva is know- _ 

| -ledge and is therefore Brahman itself, and all distinctions are 
due to the principle of Maya ; . though really, the jiva is apart 


, (arhéa ) of Brahman, and is related to it just as sparks are ae 


related to fire. And, while refuting this view, Vallabha makes _ 


es the very ‘interesting remarks: Ter ware aera eee 
Rrena ARET a arad Rait agaa: ‘ The Māyā- 





- vādin is nly an incarnation of the idealist Buddhist, who 


takes his stand on only those statements in which what is only a 
8 part is spoken of by the name of the whole, using this device 
only to make his doctrine acceptable to the learned. 2 OF course: 


- this interpretation of- the sūtra is far-fetched, though it makes | 5 
; no material difference, as ultimately he- means that the soul i is 


za knower.  Madhva, aso usual, has an, absolutely new interpre-_ oe 







in 
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- oe ‘Ja ña | ought tor mean ‘ Snowe ; see P 


tation that the knowing self 1 jaah), i e iva, ì is 5 Droduced from o 
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the Paramatman ( spoken of, according to him, in pa preceding 7 | 

, | sūtra) and after this, he reads a new sūtra JEA’ , not g i 

ha found in any other bhasya, and explains it to mean that suck a 

W birth, with reference to the upadhi or the limiting adjunct inthe — 

form of the body etc., is possible or ‘reasonable in his case, 
‘ though he is otherwise beginningless and eternal. Madhva’s 


interpretation, though plausible in itself, has to be rejected, asi o So 
necessarily depends upon a reference to the Paramatman inthe Fal 
preceding siitra,—an interpretation which is without doubt l far- se -1 
fetched. And as between Sathkara on the one hand and Rāmā- >ž = 
j | nuja and Nimbarka on the other hand, the latters’ view is — : : oat | 
| acceptable, since the word jħah ’ can mean only ‘one who a- 
knows ‘and not ‘ knowledge ’ -and if indeed the sūtrakāra e 
had held the doctrine of Sarnkara that the jiva is ‘ knowledge ey 
and thus absolutely non-different from Brahman, we should have | 
expected him to say ‘jñānam ’, ’ instead” of saying ‘jah ’ and j 
then understanding it in the sense of ‘ jñānam.’ 


Spe ere gE 


- There is a similar diversity of interpretation regarding the a 
following adhikarna, which is made up of sūtras 19-32. After = 
a discussion of the beginninglessness and the knowledge 
of the individual soul, the next question naturally concerns the 
_spatiality* of the soul, whether it is all-pervading (vibhu ), or of 
the middle size (madhyama-parimana ) or atomic (anu): Re = ž 
garding the literal or verbal sense of the siitras, there is, in . 
general, no difference of opinion; but itis regarding ane oo 
_ general purport of the adhikarana that materially - different ee 
opinions are held. Siitras 19-28 affirm that the Jiva is enw or =o 
ee atomic in size ; but this- is. regarded as the siddhanta by all ex- Dk ar 
; cept Sarhkara, who regards it as only the prima facie x iew to be ve 
refuted. immediately in sitras 29-32. Before deciding -which ma 


SELOR these ways is more. natural, it is necessary to. examine e the ee 
t ‘sutras i in detail. 
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: -As regards” sitras qa 19-28 oF ‘ail. agree i in the: interpretation, a 
oe ‘except that Ramanuja and Nimbarka regard ‘ Sater Tata, AE E 

eee as one sūtra, a instead — oo reg arding them as ae a 
-two sūtras as Śarhkara and Vallabha do. The real difference ee 


ee Parināma, | lit. ‘dimension, sign fie here the soul's relation i in 1 space, i Bosca 
ee spatial. es Pee eek eo | 
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tums upon the interpretation of palra 29 whieh runs thus: 

“ TIO, F aRt mE? = and which may be 
T8 literally translated : “bub, on account of that quality (or 
: -those qualities or the qualities | of that) being the essence, 
oS there is that designation ( or the designation « of that 7 just asis 
as the case, for example with the prājña. ° 


aia Now, Sarhkara, begins the siddhanta with this sūtra, eias 
; “the atomic size of the jiva. He means that the jiva, though really 
oe ~all-pervading and non-different from Brahman, is called anu, be- 
Ta i | cause, the qualities of the Buddhi, the limiting adjunct, for m its 
~- esgence, as long as it is in the condition of the worldly existence; 
e in other words, the sazwstritva of the jiva consists essentially in 
ae its being limited by and possessing the qualities of the Buddhi, 
and SO the atomic size of the Buddhi is only metaphorically pre- ._ 
dicated of the jiva and (sūtra 30) this connection of the jiva 
ee : e with Buddhi lasts as long as the jiva continues to be in samsāra 
Pine ar A e., continues to be jiva; and so there is no difficulty and 
o sef sutra 31) this connection with Buddhi, though not manifested 
in the state of deep sleep for instance, i is present all the same. And 
: ( sittra 32.) if we do not admit of such a Buddhi or internal 
ee -sense-organ, the jiva would be always perceiving or would never ; 
perceive. Thus Sathkara ‘ultimately establishes that the jiva is- 
T : festly not anu. 2 







_-Ramanuje, on the other hand,’ interprets sutra 29 thus : “The | 


eee oi jiva, though really a knower, is, however, designated 2S knowledg B: 


eee : ‘because that quality, knowledge, forms his very essence. It must . 

) a : “be remembered here that ‘Ramanuja tackles _ ‘on the sūtra (18), | 

cage? ‘the self i is a knower ’, with this adhikarana. If the soul, ‘says he, 
io - is a knower by his > very nature, then he will be knowi ing every D 





ee thing, in every place, if he is all-pervading. This ob; ection ey Bi ae 
Pa answered. by saying that the jiva is not all-pervading, but only a i oe 


a atomic in size. After having established this point in nine os 


aie sūtras, he again turns back to the- original question of the — : aa 
. relation betwee jiva andj ifana. Ae 5 jňāäna is only an attribute Ol ea 


cooo jiva, howi is it called j jňāna, instead of jair a Because, he replies, : 
ae jana i is the very essence of him. And | 
2s ever: continues to be his essene : 





sūtra 30) as- -knowledge o o0 0 
lesignaticn | involves na. 0 e 


co objection. And (sire Bh) this Ek nowledge is present always 





| Pay jiva and | Brahma an, | with. passag es like ‘ a sinh GTA samI’ “aton 


2 , quality, knowledge) ; and sūtra 29 would say that. there is the 
-statement ol of non-difference only o7 
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tasuzh it may be so: natimes not manifested, e. g. in the state of 


deep sleep, And (sūtra 32 ) if the jiva is only knowledge and sa 
not a knower, and if he is -all-pervading and not atomic, themes ioe ad 
there would be always perception or always non-perception. — bree ! 
. Nimbarka holds with Ramanuja that aņutva is the siddhanta ; pens 
but interprets i the last four sittras differently. The Jiva, though oo 
really atomic in size, is sometimes designated as all-pervading, 
because the quality of knowledge, which is all-pervading, forms 

his essence; in other words, the jiva, which i is gunin (the qualified), a 

is sometimes designated as all-pervading on account of the : 
all-pervadine nature of his ç guna (attribute); and this guna = 0, 
‘continues to be always with the gunin in all conditions, whatever | 
the condition of the latter, though it may be sometimes manifested $ 
and sometimes not; otherwise, that is, if the jiva by its nature 


_ were all-pervading, its bondage and release would be ‘impossible 
or r would be always present. > ` 


en a SES aa EA 


‘Vallabha interprets the ina four sūtras in a still ditterent Ao 
way. The jiva though anu, is desig mated as Brahman, e. g. n es n 

-puch sentences as aaa ’ , because the qualities of Deana ce - 
form the essence of jiva, dintingulshing it from the inanimate == 
world. Here also Vallabha passes some scathing remarks against 
_ the Mayaviidins, who misunderstand such passages as‘ APUG i 
f and deduce therefrom the doctrine of Maya. Bee pare o : na | 










| Madhva regards sūtras 19-26 as one adhikarana, establishing in 
-the atomic size of the soul ; then he takessittra 27asanadhikerana 
- by itself, trying to reconcile the passages, speaking of tho uniform inini 
or multiform nature of the jiva; he then reads sūtras 28-29 as another  — 
adhikarana,—which i is very interesting as it attempts to reconcile 
passages like ‘avawe speaking of the non-d ifference of o 


C E 


which speak oftheir difference. Sūtra 28 would state the siddhanta 7 
a that the jiva is different from Brahman, owing to such a mention Soa 
-in the scriptures ; ( it isto be remembered here that this very = 
sin stitra has. been interpreted by the other commentators as referring g a 
Äta the difference between the thing | qualified, the jiva and. the 











) account of the fact that 











98 Be THE VEDANTA 


i attributes of Brahman: cock as 5 knowledge, bliss aie po the | 
jie, or nature of j jive. ; | 


| Now ‘if we compare all. ‘these’ ‘dnterpretations especially of 
yapa 29, we find that none is quite satisfactory by itself ; and an 
7 impartial critic, it would appear, will find the interpretations of 
| Sarhkara and Ramanuje least satisfactory of all. That the Sitrakara 
; is infavour of the atomic size ofthe individual soul is very probable, 
though not absolutely certain. Té is no doubt curious, as Thibaut 
3 observes that as many as nine sūtras should be devoted to the 
: statement of amere prima facie view to be refuted afterwards. 
At the same time such a course is not impossible and especially 
the word ‘tu’ ( but ) in sūtra 29, leads us at first sight to believe — 
S that a new point of the siddhānta, as opposed to the prima facie 
: view, begins. But Samkara’s interpretation of sūtra 29 strikes 
Us as very far-fetched indeed. That the pronoun ‘tad’ in the 
4 l word Kruni should refer to Buddhi all at once, © 
fc without any reference whatsoever to it in the sūtras preceding, is 
rather awkward; I do not agree with Thibaut in finding fault 
i with the meaning ofthe compound word, if once it is admitted that 
S “tad means‘ Buddhi’. When Sarhkara says that the qualities of 
a the ' buddhi’ form the essence of the jiva, he means that the | 


essential characteristic which distinguishes the jiva from the J Poe 
~ Brahman ( though they are really identical ) is the connection of | 


ne the former with ‘buddhi’, whose attributes belong to the jiva also, 
oy as it were, for the time being ; and s0 far, in a certain sense, they | 
- : constitute his essential nature. 


But the explanation of the Sa prājña- vat? in the sūtra e 


“ ‘oes a serious difficulty ; because, really speaking, we see no f 
fon difference whatspever between the ‘ drstinta’ the illustration, and r 


A the ‘ dairstintika’, the thing illustrated. Jiva is called atomic ete. E ae 
owing to. the atomic size of the limiting adjunct buddhi, just as, n o 
ofort instance, the pr ajia or the Paramātman i is designated as being 0000008 r 
5 atomic etc, owing to the. qualities of. its upadhis or limiting ae eos 
_ adjuncts. But Brahman and jiva being the same, we fail toseehow = t*™” 
one illustrates the other. As for the interpretation of the follows oa 
-ing sitras they fit in well with sūtra 29, if once we accept the 8s 
- Antorprebation « of the a uiter, though p armeliou the s beot of f the a | a as ah 
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connection of the jiva wiih- the manas or buddhi seems to be 
foreign to the general trend of the adh a 


Ramanuja’ S interpretation of sittra 29 is no doubt straight 7 
forword, if taken by itself, but i it is are. out of context, asit 
raises the question of the jiva being knowledge e or knower, touch- 
ed upon in sūtra 18. To say that it recurs here after as many as 


nine sittras dealing with its atomic size is to make too great a 


demand on the complacence of the reader. The meaning of the _ 
word ‘ prajfiavat’ too, according to him, is quite appropriate. — 


Just as the prajfia or Paramatman is designated as Ananda, 


i because the Granda is his essential attribute, in the same way, 
the individual soul is called Vijāäñna, because vijiana is his 
essential attribute. Moreover, Ramanuja’s way of construing the- 
nine sutras establishing the atomic size of the individual souk. 


~ seems no doubt more natural than that of Sarkara. 


Iam inclined to believe chai, on the whole, the interpretations Pee 

as proposed by Nimbārka and Vallabha are most satisfactory ee oe 
| and least far-fetched. After having established the atomic Lee 
size of the individual soul, the question naturally arises, ie 
ifthe jiva is atomic, how and why is it that he is often designated it 
as being all-pervading g; the answer according to Nimbarka is that ee 
he is so called, because his quality of intelligence is all-pervading ; p 
and this is quite appropriate, when we consider some ofthe 

: preceding sittras, e. g. STAR TF Ta? : gnig HARAT The same -o 
Pe question is proposed and answered by ‘Vallabha, but in a more oe 

| general way. The jiva, though atomic, is called Brehman, because od 


| = qualities of Brahman form his. essence. 


| Madhya’ s interpretation also of this particular Eea. is quite eae tee 
i. conan but his splitting up of what forms a sing le adhikarana BCw 
cording i tO others into s 80 many different adhikaranas i is anything : 


E but satisfactory. 


Taking this adhikarana, wii ith the whioh.: says ihat the i : oe 
ae individual soul ts a knowing g being, we can sefely assert 30. much : . eo a 

that on this essential point regarding the characteristics “Of tha 0p es 

a individual soul, we cannot see our way to. find: Sarhkara’s Ce 
op BY! stem in, the siltras >and very probably the sütrakāra holds that n 


we oe jiva is atomic and has ae vedis as his attribute, being at ee 





aay -o 13. 





bi 
a 
nd 
H 
| 





ERS 


SAGER ATES REE SS 


LEER 


Sasecirepracee Nees SAS 


2 Sp IEEE GSE RT 











98 X a Be ss SURE ; VEDANTA . 


ae same time a the't nature of knowledge;—a point common to all the 
four Vaisnava schools. 


The following eight sittras ( 33-40 0) deal with question obahe 
- ihe. individual soul is. an peek or not. All except Sarhkara agree. 
in regarding these eight sutras as forming one adhikarana, establi- 
-shing the kartrtva as a natural attribute of the individual soul, 
though they may differ amongst themselves regarding the inter- 
' pretation of a sūtra here and a sūtra there. Thus the sūtra 
ee ‘ syafeaaatran: ° CIL 3.379) ie. explained by Rāmānuja thus: 
7 if the self were not an agent (and all activity belonged 
-$o Prakrti )}, there would be no definite determination ( regarding 
ae the distribution of the exper iences resulting from actions, because 
Prakrti i is a common possession of all souls and thus there would 
be enjoyment on the part of all souls, or else, on the part of none); 


just as ( there would be no definite determination ) with regard | 


to consciousness, ( if the soul were all-pervading, as shown in 
: oy stra 32 above ). Nimbarka, on the other hand, explains it thus: 
‘RamaRate nat faa aT’, which is not quite clear, and 
= which does not enlai the ‘vat’ in the sūtra at all. It is | 


wo however explained by the commentators Srinivasa and Kegava 
wight Kasmirin to mean that there is a definite determination regarding — 
> the acquisition of the fruits of good or bad actions; but there is 


no such determination regarding the soul’s proceeding to do an’ 
act. This is not satisfactory and is evidently far-fetched. Valla- 


|  bha and Madhva however explain it thus: There i is no definite 
i ~ determination regarding the doing of acts (i.e. doing only good — 
oe acts: and avoidinz all bad acis J, just as there is no such determi- 


nation regarding perception (i. e. the soul has to perceive some- 


i pimes beautiful things, sometimes ugly things, has sometimes 


-pleasant experfences, sometimes not). This is also. the interpre- 
. ~ tation of Sarhkara and i is apparently the: most t natural and straight- 


= a ‘ forward one. 


though an agent, 


But the most ‘important difference is reg sanding sūtra 40 : 
on 4 aa waa’ which” naturally — would mean ‘just as” a 


carpenter is both or does both ways’ ie just as a ‘carpenter, - 


is sometimes active and sometimes inactive; i 


; edn, the same way, ‘the soul though ‘possessed of | the natural attri- 
Hy bute of Kar fri va is sometimes fou. n LD be active and sometimes 
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not. It is so interpreted by Rāmānuja and Nimbarka. Madhva 

explains that. just as the carpenter both acts for himself, at the 
same time is controlled by the master; so the self is an as gent, 
at the same time, is at the disposal of the Parmātman. Thus this 
sūtra naturally provides an answer to the question how itis that 
the jiva is sometimes active and sometimes not, if Kartriva is its 
natural and inherent attribute; and it fits in well with the 
‘preceding sūtras, 

Sarnkara, on the other hand: takes this sūtra as a separate 
adhikarana, answering the question whether the kartriva which 
has been proved as belonging to the soul, in the preceding sittras, 
belongs to it by nature as its inherent attributes or is only — 
attributed to it by superimposition ; and he comes to the conclu- 7 





sion that it is only superimposed. But that the sūtra cannot at 5 a 


all mean this is apEereh even to a casual reader. In the- first 
| place, the particle ‘ca’ in the sūtra goes against the interpretation a 


of Sarhkara. Had it been the object of the sūtrakāra to modify eee ord 
what was established in the preceding sūtra he would havemore > >] 
= naturally used ‘tu ’—and in fact this difficulty, Sathkara is con- =< | 
scious of, and he has to say ai i qai this ‘ca’ ane 

is used in the sense of ‘tu’ here.’ And even then, one cannot see eo 


, how -the instance of the carpenter illustrates the point in question, — 


-i e. that the soul is not really an agent. ‘Just as a carpenter, Le 
however, with the tools, is an agent and thus becomes miserable, 


< but the same carpenter, when he returns home and leaves aside , 


the tools, takes rest and is- inactive, in the same way, the self, 
-in the conditions of dream and awakening, united to the plurality a 
set up by nescience, becomes an agent and suffers, but when heto Sees 
enters into the Highest Self, in the state of deep sleep, he being EE 
- freed from the objects and sense-organs, becomes inactive and  žă 
a happy.” If we understand this illustration in the straightforward ee 
n way, it would only go to establish the kar triva of the BOT 
_ which may. sometimes manifest ‘itself and sometimes not. Bub ey. 


© one cannot see how it is an argument: for the | super- o ue 
ae imposed and therefore unreal harttion of the self. - Sarhkara also | a l 
aeS quite sees the diffculty and, to clear of his conscience, thinks it n 
o & necessary. to add: ‘The illustration of the carpenter is to” Bere oe 
oo o understood only so far. | Just s the gatpenter, i in l the | case. of ‘the oe 
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T a acts of aa ete., is an agent, only through the par- 


ticular tools, but is quite inactive, as far as his own body is con- 

cerned, in the same way, the self, in all the actions, is an agent 
` only through - internal | sense-organs like manas and others, but is 
quite inactive by himself.’ Bus to this we demur. The carpenter is, 
as a matter of fact, active through his body too: or in other words, 
| the body acts, as much as the tools act; and what is more, the 
tools cannot aci without the body. This illustration cannot 


a a support the point which Sarnkara hes tried to make out, in spite 


of all the explanations which he has given. And what is more 
| strange is thai he adds explanations of his own, refut- 
ing each and every stitra in the preceding adhikarana establishing 
-the kar trta of the self. 


= - Sarhkara’s interpretation seems to be even more Stained. 
= when we look to the sūtra that follows: qaa Tag: < but 


this karbriva ( of the*self ) is from the Highest Self, for it is so | | 


i said in the scriptures’ The question raised is whether the self 


se is absolutely independent in his action or is dependent on some 


one else; and the answer is unanimously given that the gelf NE i. 


3 í derives his capacity as an agent from the Highest Self. At the | o 


e same time, the Highest Self has regard for the efforts made by the 
T e self and He makes him act only with a view to these efforts. 





Now if it were decided that the self is not an agent. at all, 


o : that. his kartrtva is only super-imposed on him, how could E 


i question arise whether the self is is an independent agent or & ee 
oe ay dependent one? Of course Sarkara does refer the question to the Sr 
a kartrtva of j jiva‘ as due to the limiting adjuncts in the condition of 


Taa Nescience ete. ` , but this is far from convincing; while the ques- 





| i tion proposed i in this adhikarana arises quite naturally from the : 
. interpretation of the preceding adhikerana as given by Ramanuja — 


and others. 








is to be noticed Here that Madhva regards alt’ these siitras : a 


T ( 32-42 Jas forming one adhikarana ; while al the rest divide 


n them into two adh: karanas ; but this does s not make any difference n 
| in the ultimate s sense. ‘So. also Ramanuja. reads SUES. aartasarer = a y as 
vT: 34 and 35) as one sūtra, while all the rest read them : as s two one oe a 


opaite, in thei inverse order us Aaga I i 














peer | | ese hi: 


The sūtra ‘arima? (IL 3, 38 is also interpreted 
differently. Sarmkara snl it to mean that if the hartrtva 


belongs to Buddhi as in the ees art ast aJi ‘the vijidna 
performs tne sacrifica, then it would cease to be the Karana or the | 
iImsirument as opposed to the A or the agent; and this 


would amouné to nosing but a change of name. Nimbairka and 
Ramanuja, explain itto mean that if Karfriva belongs to the 


Buddhi, then the bhoktriva or the capacity of enjoying would 


also belong to it; as these two musi always go together; so 
_ bondage and release would also refer to Buddhi. instead of to the 
Purusa, who is the enjoyer even according to the Samkhya. 
x Madhva and Vaillabha, on the other hand, explain that the self, 


though an agent, is not free to do oniy good actions and avoid 
all bad actions; because of the want of absolute, unrestrained l 
= power which belongs to the Paramātman and which makes all. 
-the difference between the karl trtva of the seland of. the Highest 


Self. 


-It is very diffeuli to decide which of these interpretations is - ae 
bett er than the others; still this does not affect onr general con- f | : 
clusion tast according to the sitirakara, the individual self isan = — 
o agent by its nature, though it depends upon the Parmātman; and ee ` 
„= that Sarhkara’s way of interpreting he general meaning of the , 


: adhikar ana in ques’ cion is far from being natural or satisfactory. 


As regards sutras ( 41-42 ), which establish the point that | 
f the kartriva of the self depends upon the Highest Self, who has _ a 
regards for the efforts made by the former, there is nothing de- pate 


serving to be noticed; as all: agree in their explanation of them. : 


| ‘The next adhikarana ( sires 43-53 ) is most imper tant for i | 
our: purpose, i in-as-much as it deals with the vital. question Ole ee 
3 the relation between the Highest Self and the indivi dual seit; = : 
between Brahman and jiva; whether they are absolutely the — le 
game, or one forms the body of the other, or whevher both are abso- = 
lutely different from each — other. The question arises naturally, E 
-because there are pa ssages speaking of the difference as walas = 
the non-difference of Brahman and jiva. Sūtra 43, literally e 
translated, would run thus: > {The individual goul is) @ “park oc | 
pce of Brahman ), on account of the. declaration of ‘difference and Cee oe eng] 
| because: ins : different way y also, some e record that at Brahman is of Pa s 


rN N SO EIS EDP PEL EE ET ED ELE 











102 Oe oe THE 2 VADANTA 


a the nature of ee a ete.” Now here the sūtrākāra 
distinctly says that the individual soul must be regarded as a 
part of Brahman, because it is both spoken of as being different 
and non-different í from Brahman. So, we must understand this 
o“ Amsatva’ or being a part, in such way as to make room for 
both difference and non-difference. Before discussing the relative 
value of the meanings put upon this ‘ being a part,* we can dis- 
-pose of one point; and it is that Samkara’ s theory cannot at all 

: fit in with this. Whenever there is an opposition like this be- 
tween passages asserting difference and those asserting non-differ- 
ence, he always cuts the gordian knot by saying that the passages 


asserting non-difference represent the truth and are to be under- — 


_ stood literally ; whereas those asserting difference only refer to 
È the popular notions of things and they are there only to berefuted 
ani to make room for the passages asserting non-difference. 
e Thus all plurality #s delus sion; while- unity is the only reality. 
| Accordingly, in the sutra before a Samkara has resort to the - 
device of understanding the word ‘amsah’ as meaning amsah 


dea? ‘as ib were a part’, for which there is no justification what- 


Mp Boever. And why can we not say that the jiva isthe same as 





a Brahman ? Because there is the declaration of ‘difference. Thus 


a ` Sarhkara finds himself in a dilemma. 


a On the other hand, the : sūtra goes very well with the Accbeine 
Sy of  Nimbarka, which is also generally called the ‘bhedabheda-vtida’ 
| ‘ the doctrine of difference and non-difference (: being both — true 


i at the same time )'. By ‘ arhéa’ or a part is not to be understood | | 





‘a piece cut and separated, ’ for that would involve an absolute i 


-o difference, and would contradict such passages as ‘ thou art that. ae fe 


oe But? aria’ here means ‘galt i’ or capacity; and Brahman possesses 
ee various $ ; capacities which are e of the nature of the animate and i in- 2 
nee s animate worlds. — ve | | | 


a Bnet Ì in nature, 





 Rāmānuja also interprets it similarly with some > modifications: 


Both. the clas sses of ] passages, those asserting difference and those = 
-asserting | non-difference, must be -unders tood to be true andto 


represent i the reality ; and. for this it must be admitted that the | 
five isa, part of Brahman yi ey w orms the body of Brahman Oe 


i andi is: dependent g on A tb, at the same time. being ; individually ia o 
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Madhva understands the word ‘amsa’ to mean literally — 
TERRA AA azza’ (that which remains, when there is a separate | 
existence from it). He opines that the passages speaking ,of 

‘ bheda’ or difference are to be unders tood liter ally and as repre- l 
presenting the truth; while the passages speaking of ‘ ahheda’ 
or non-difference are to be understood metaphorically, in the sense 
of ‘aA egret ala Swagga’, i.e. being inferior to it and at the 
same time having some little resemblance to it; and both these 
meanings of bheda aan abheda, he includes in the connotation of 
of the word * amsa. 


O- Vallabha i interpola this sūtra very much like Ramanuja o. or 
Nimbārka. It goes without saying that the interpretat ions of 

‘Rāmānuja and Nimbārka are most natural ; and that : Sarnkara’s : 
interpretation is forced on the face of it. And if the Sūtrakāra 
had held Sarhkara’ theory, he would never have called jivaan — 


amsa of Brahman, leaving %o the teaser the task of supplying. a 


such an important word as ` jiva 


o The same conclusion is confirmed, if we examine the follow w : oe n 
-  sūtras ofthis adhikaraņa. After having stated that the‘ améatuu? Boia 
an e. the fact that the jiva isa part of Brahman ) is supported by a de 
| —$ruti as as well as smrti, the sttrakdra naturally proposed to — a 
answer the question how Brahman can escape being affected by the 


a pleasure and pain of jiva, if the latter is only a part of the former. : 


The sitra in question (46) literally í translated runs thus: and ‘ as oh 


Hight &e. ( are not really affected ), so the Highest Lord (Cis) not | 


l (affected). And Sarnkara interprets it to mean that Brahman i Is not PE 


À affected by pleasure and pain like the j jiva; just aslight etc., though i 
i apparently assuming different forms corresponding to the objects on. 


which i it shines, is not really affected by them at all According | Se n oe 
z to Śarhkara, however, thore ig no reason why such a question : SEs 
o arise at all; because Brahman and jiva are abs solutely one. 


On the other hand, Nimbarka inter prets in a natur al way thus: a : a | a i 
“Brakman i is not affected by the faults of jiva, though he is an  ă 
— athéa of it, just as light ( fire Jis not affected by the — attributo 35 oo 

- its part, e. gi. being connected witb an improper place ete; or just - eee 
the qualities of the different ie ae Ore 





as the @kisa is not affected by) 
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l - Rāmānuja en rave : -thoue ch the jiva isa part of Brah- 

: man, a part being only an attribute of the whole, and the jiva is 

only apr akara or visesana of the Brahman, still the Brahman is- 
not like. Jiva, but is dis stinct from ii, just as fire ( which has 

i light as its attribute ) is distinct from light. it must be 
: admitted. that the interpretations of Ramanuja and Nimbarka are 
In any case more natural than that of Sarhkara. 


- In sūtra 48, the question asad is, if all individual souls are 


a alike the parts of Brahman, how can we account for the possibili- 





ty of injunctions and prohibitions for the different jivas. The 
answer is: this arises from the connection of the self with bodies. © 
Just as though the sun’s light is one and the same, still that part 
-of it which shines on an unholy place is shunned, while that 
which falls on a holy place is resorted to, or just as fire, though ; 
alike everywhere, is accepted if it is from the house of a Srotriya, 
< put avoided if found in a cemetery, in thesame way are to be 
~- explained the injunctions and the prohibitions. | 


Tn sūtra 49, the question proposed is how we can avoida 
confusion of the results of actions ofthe different individual oe 
souls. It is auswered by Sarkara thus: though. the soul 


Hs de one, still, the limiting adjuncts or ‘upadhis ’ which d istinguish er. 


the jiva from the Brahman are limited in character; SO, on 


fon 5 : account of the non-extension of the. individual soul, resulting 


| from it, a confusion of the i results of actions is not possible. | 
n Rāmānuja, on the other hand, | explains - thus : although the 
souls, as being parts of Brahman are essenti ally of the same 


= eharacter, still there is no confusion of the individual spheres óf 





o enjoyments and experiences, since they do not form a continuous : 





Pa F | series, i. €., begause the souls, though alike, are actually separa, J 
Hs < : one from the other. | N imbārka exactly follows Rāmānuja. 


' Sūtra 50, Sere a a vis” very . interesting; literally ee 
: translated, it would mean, ‘ itis just an appearance. > Now Sate 28 


ae kara interprets it to mean that the ee is only : a refleation, ' pr ati- ae fe 


| bima o Brahman. - on | neither the ‘same. a o 
‘Brahman nor a diffe erent entity | fom: ik Thus i ds ba zon 


- - One. soul is not affected | by the acts of another ‘soul, though they _ 2 o 
ae sare all non-d ifferent from it; just as the 












i reflections o of one e and the oes ay : 
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same original object, in different media or reflecting sub- 
- stances, are different and are not confounded, one wi ith the other, 
Vallabha also translates the sūtra inthe same way, saying that 
the jiva is only a reflecti on of Brahman, and not quite - ie same ; : 
because, accord! Ine to hi is doctri ine, the quali ty of bliss, ananda 
which is manifested- in Brahma an, is, Sonera obscured in jiva. 
Vallabha here warns the reader that the word ‘ @Adsa ’ in the 
sūtra is not to be understood to mean ‘ something absolutely un- 


Caan oh genes bee Paadi | oe 
real’ as, for en in the doctrine of Sarhkara, but “an 


appearance’ i. e.‘ something apparently the same as or having 
the appearance of. something else, but not quite the same.’ 


Ramanuja and Nimbarka, on a other hand, explain the word | 
‘abhasa’ to mean ‘ hefvtilhdsa ’ ‘a failacious argument.’ The- 


former directs this sūtra mainly against the school of Sarhkara, 
saying that those who hold the view thatthe soul is only Brah- 
man deluded cannot explain away the confusion of the indivi- 


dual spheres of enjoymenis, on the ground of the difference of thes. 
limiting adjuncts presented by Nescience (and Sarkara ae 
actually uses this very mode of reasoning in the preceding sūtra Lo 
because to say so is nothing but a fallacy, in-as-much as the T 


obscuring of the lighį re gt is nothing but light, means 


only the destruction of that light. Nimbarka who reads ‘ābhāsa | 

eva ete. = and Ramanuia í also proposes this es another reading ), 7 
directs it in general against those who hold that the individual 
-© souls are many and at the same time ail-pervading, saying that — 
all their arguments for explaining away the confusion of indivi- 


s dual spheres of enjoyment are fallacious. 


The three rema‘ning : sitres ofi the adhikere ana are directed by ue 
” Sitikare, Nimbir! ka and Vallabha against the doctrine of the os : 
individual s souls being many : and at the § same time all-pe rvading: : 


2 Rāmānuja i interprets them as directed against hose who hold that 


the individual soul is Brahman in so fara as determined by real 
limiting adjuncts; but the ‘Interpretation gft nes sut ras is not i sub- a 


stantially different. bs 


s 


Coming over to Madhva, T we fnd that he e isterprets s sūtras o, 
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‘svaripdinsa’ i.e., parts of Brahme an, but substantially and poten- 
tially non-di fferent. The former are the ordinary individual souls, — 
which are of inferior capacities and possess only a little resem- 
blance | bo the Highest Self; while i the latter are such incarnations 
as the primeval Fish, the primeval Tortoise etc., which do not 
ae in the least fr om the Highest Self in point of power and 
nature. Now sūtra 46 states that the Paramātman ( assuming the 
form of Matsya etc.) isnot like jiva, just as, for instance, the fire of 
- general destruction ( pralayizni ) is notthe same as the fire of the 
 fire-fly, though both are parts of the element of light alike, or just as 
_ the ocean and urine, though both parts of the element of water, are 
z not for that reas on alike. Sttra 48 contains ancther reason why 
; ordinary souls are different from the incernat tion-souls. Ordinary 
a -souls are solely dependent on Paramatman, for their activity and 
i cessation of activity, for their bondage and release, on account of 
their connection with the body ; but such is not the case with the 
other class of souls. “Similarly t there is no confusion of the ordi- 


2 - nary souls with the other proper class of souls, on account of 
ooo aegantati? i e want of complete and unrestrained power (sūtra 
oe AD ); for the ordinary souls are of inferior and restricted powers, 
while the others are noi so. And the ordinary souls are, after all, 
only the reflections or pratibimbas of the Paramatman ; while the | 
ott others are not. The former are technically called < pratibimbamsa- 
ka’ and have very little resemblance to the Paramatman; while 
o o the latter are called ‘ prādurbhāva ’ or full manifestations and so 
re have complete resemblance to ihe Parmatman ( sūtra 50); and : 
a P the two classes of individual, souls cannot be confounded. 


| With siitra i Madhva begirs a new adhikarana, proposing 


a the same question as others, viz. how to account for the distinc- 
pds cn of the individual. souls, when all are alike the | ‘pratibimbarnéa’ 





ae — being å due to the latter t sütras 52 an : 





E or. ‘bhi innathsa’ of the Hig shest Self. What reg ulates this distinction n 





as the variety (' a- niyama y o the cadrsta or the unseen result í 


of merit and. demerit ; >and tha differences with regard to the will, 





- - thous cht, ete, are also i themselves due to the differences of adrsta; : 
-nor Gan it be said that these individual distinctions of souls are 

due to the difference of place ; ae thus, fori instance, ‘the souls imo ooi 

heaven are gods, í these on earth are | men Js foni even micas Pea a 


a cor places or abodes is included iai the v. 












| | oe knowlege c of all, resulting r from 
would not be possible ; and moreover the word meaning 





produced * , is the same both for the elements and for the pranas ae 


ANALYSIS — | OF 


Now considering these Seger) interpretations of the different 


sūtras of this adhikarana (excepting the first which we have 


already discussed above we can. at once dispose of the inter- 
pretation of Madhva as being uncalled for by the context and 
very sectarian. As for the test, it is very difficult to decide 


which is better ; because all appear to be equa lly natural or far- 
fetched. Even the two ways of interpretins the word ‘abhāsa’ 


in sūtra 50 are both equally justifiable. But the first sūtra of the- 
adhikarana, i. e., sūtra 43, is decisive. The word ‘ amsah’ therein 


makes it impossible that there can be even the least ground for 
holding that the Sūtrakāra held Sarhkara’s doctrine. The invidi- 
dual soul may be a part of the Highest Self because the statements 


of difference as well as non-difference between them can be 


asserted by him alone w ho holds that the individual souls are as 


real as the Highest Self, being at the same time not absolutely 
different from Him. Thus the doctrines of Saihkara and Madhva 


are out of the question, at least as far as this adhikarana is 


concerned. 


ADHYĀYA II, PADA 4, 


on After having reconciled the — several Upanisad passages — 
referring to the creation of the elements end after having gig nrin, 
| cussed some of the essential characteristics ofthe individual soul, i 
; the Sitrakara next, in the four th pada of the second adhyaya, pro- ae 
ceedst to consider the passages referring toi the pranas or the sense- | 
organs which form the necessary acccmy -animent of the indivi- 


dual soul as long as it is in this worldly existence or sarusāra. 


The first adhikarana, consisting of the first four sttras, asserts, es 
according i to all commentat sors except Vallabha, that the p Tmas 
are created from Brahman, just like the elements spoken ofin these: 
Bf preceding pada, thoug "h there are some differences in the- inter- ee? aaa 
pretation of the individual sitras. Thus, according to Sarhkare, a 
the adhikarana means: The pr TRAS í i. e. the org ans ; of E sense, P : 
: those of action and the i inte ernal organ or manas) are pr ‘oduced like oar 
fc ether and other elements ( sūtra £)5 F their producti ion in gens ad 
. metaphorical sense is impossible (sūtra 2), because ctherwise the o f] 
the knowledg ze of the one Brahman, a 
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‘and if it is to be understood literally in the one case, it has to 


be understood aiso in the same way in the other case, ( sūtra 3): 
and even in those passa cas, where the production of the prinas 


} is not specifically ae itis all the s same implied ; because, 
vāc (speech), prūņna, and manas are described as being preceded by 


light, water and food ( i.e. earth ) (sūtra 4); and the latter being 


themselves produced, it but follows that the former are produced. 


- Nimbarka exactly agrees wi ch Sarkara, in the inte: rpretation, 


of 4 nese four stitras. 


Ramanuija, however, ne SUbraS 2 ane 3 as one sūtra and 


interpre Es them } vo mean that the word ‘ priinah’ in the passage | 


“ 


gT Eik w’ ( Satapatha Brah. 6,1,1.) cannot mean the 


2 aan prays or sense-organs, but Parāmūtman; and the plural 


= number of the wor d is only metaphorica We ( gauni ), owing to the 
. _ impose ‘ibility of the*plural sense in the circumstances ( a-saril ha- 


— vat); and owing to the fact that is the Paramatman that is 


spoken of as existing before the creation. Sūtra 4 also is inter- 
preted by him differently. Since names or things having names 


are preceded by the creation of ei ther and cther elements, there © 


were no functions n the creation forthe sense-organs at all 


and they could not have existed before the creation; and so- 
the word ‘ prūņnūh ` in the pass age above cannot mean the organs, 


_ but the Parantttman. Thus we see that the phrase‘ gaum yasamkbha~ 


UGE" is taken : asa genitive tatpurusa compound by Sarkara, but 
as. two words ‘ yaum ” (nominative singular) and ‘asambharāt 
by Ramanuia ; ; SO also the pronouns ‘fat? in the next two phrases _ 
are. interpreted differently. Though, | on account of the very | 
| . nature of the sūtra style, i it is difficult to decide which interpreta- 
tion is betier, giil one canno’ help remarking shat Ramanuia’ sins 
~ terpretation seems rather forced and farfetched ; and one thing can | 
be said in favour of Sarkara, ü that there is ‘another commentator 


A who entirely agrees wW ith him. 


| } | Madhva has three ‘adh icnbanes instead ah one and ‘reads one of 
more sūira ‘mari mr between sūtras 2 2: and 3. The passages refer- 
e only metaphor ical (gauni) e 
i ne He eral gers e ‘is -impos- : a 
s Bogard ing to. Madhva, directed o 


ring to the bez innin glessnes sof. pranas ar 
“for: him, because beg ginninglessn ss in 
sible (sūtra Bira 3, mei i 





















ANALYSIS eee ee |) 


against those who hold that manas is unborn, though the rest of 
the organs are produced, asserts that even manas cannot be said 


to be unborn, because if is ment tioned even before the other 
organs (e.g. in araia q’ Mundaka. 24,3.) > Sūtra 4 


refers to the organ of speech in particular and asserts that it can- 
not be unborn, because it is preceded by manas; and as the latter 
is proce’, the former must be also produced. ( ef, amaa Ty Te 
TuT ° Aitareya Aran. 3,1, 1. ). 


Vallabha entirely differs from the others, in coming to he con- 
clusion that the pranas are just as unbor nas pry individual souls. 


The word fath@ in the first sūtra ‘ag yom: ’ means according | 


to Vallabha ‘aa sat var’ in contradiction with the others, 
according to whom it means “yn taza: aa.” Thus the 
pranas, according to Vallabha, possess all the attributes of the 


individual souls, except that the intelligence *( cid-amnsa ) is obscu- : 
red in them, while it is manifested in the individual souls. And | 2% 
~ the passage referring to the going up ( ul-krainti) ofthe pranas ` hee 
cannot be metaphorical, because it is construcd literally with oo i 
he individual soul in the same context ( sūtra 2). The Pranas _ ae 
| also are spoken of as existing before the creation (in the passage — 
referred to above, as dasan? Paramātman according to Rāmā- 
nuja ); so the prinas aiso are as unborn as the individual souls, on 


which both spring alike from tne Brahman (udgati and not utpatti), 


but are not substantially created (stitra 3). And the speech is preced- oo 
edby MANAS ; and if the speech (i. e., the scriptures) is not produced, i 


how can manas which ees it be produced ? 


This very interes sine, indeed, to see two absolutely different Eo ae, 


i conclusions arrived at from the same sutras: that the ‘pranes 


are born and that they are unborn. It must be admi ited that 5 
Vallabl ha’s interpretation is quite natural, and the way in which oe 
he understands the word ‘ tathā ’ is even more natural than that of 04> 

< the other commentators s, in-as-much itrefers tosomething discussed 


just in the immedia ely preceding sutras; whereas the others 


-refer it to ether and other elements discus sed in the first half of the | 
preceding pada. For this reason, it is ‘difficult i tO Te: ‘ect Vallabha’ S Tea oia 
ce interpretation, thoug h it must be said that all the rest are at one : o 

in holding ¢ an opin nion n opposed t to o his, i L 8 » that the pra Gnas are born, 8 




















e a a ee THE VEDANTA 


The second adhikarana (stitras5 and 6) asserts that these pranas 
are eleven in number ( i. e. the five organs of sense, five organs 


ce of action and the internal organ or intelligence ), The word. 


nt ; 
‘gati’? in sutra 5 is interpreted i in two ways, either as ‘going up 


| (ut- krānti ) or ‘being understood ° (avagam yamīnatva ). As re- 
— gards sūtra 6, Sarhkara, Nimbārka and Vallabha agree in trans- 


lating it thus: ‘But (there are also in addition to the seven 


 prāņas ) the hands and so on; this being a settled matter, there- 


fore, we must not conclude thus (i.e. that there are seven 


: i prāņas only )’. - But Rāmānuja interpretes thus: “But the 
i hands and s0 on also ( assist the soul) abiding ( inthe body i 


a hence it is not so ( that the pranas cannot be seven, but that they 
must be eleven ).’—It appears that Ramanuja proposes this ex- 


i planation of the word ‘sthite’ for the reason that, otherwise, 
according to Samkaya’s interpretation, the two words ‘sthite’ 


and ‘atah’ would mean one and the same thing. 


= Madhva, as usual, has a fanciful interpretation. The prāņas 

<a are spoken of as seven, out of reg gard for the organs of sense 
(a = aAa ). The hands ete., on the other hand, refer to 
on action, and so they are not mentioned along with the seven organs | 
of sense ( tar¥=amo fr). This way of understanding the words 
4 © gatik” and ‘sthitam’ as meaning “jfiane’ or knowledge and 
‘karman °’ or action is, indeed, very- curious and unwarranted, 


PEGE nn Madhva quotes a passage *in 2 support from some unknown E 


In the next sūtra (8), all the attributes of: ane. pranas, $0 ‘tae — 
|  Rmentioneds are transferred (atidesa) to the chief Vital air ceca 
aL mukhya-prina ). ‘Sathkara, Nimbarka and Vallabha regard © 
_ these two siitras as stwo o pabllorepes, while Ramanuja eee 





a ate facing said hat ve pranas are retell and that ‘they rs 
y pe eleven in number, the Sūtrakāra, in the next sūtra (7), says. 

| -that they are anu or minute also. “This minuteness here does not N 
ooo ‘mean | being of the size of an atom, but being subtle (ie. diffi- 
Son gal to be perceived ) and Dmed = size. AL agree as regards i 
ne . i this sūtra. a ee at aie geass a e a ein ae 7 
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oe independence of the chief vital ai 3 
TA pondent adhikarana, mean ing | 


- ANALYSIS - ae at, Se 


regards them, R amoni reason, BS “forming one adhi- 


_karana. Madhya, on the other hand, regards sūtra 7 as forming | 


an adhikarana by itself, but connects sūtra 8 with the following | 
one ; and this is more reasonable, as both these 


refer to the same. 
subject, i. e. the chief vital air. | 


The next adhikarana ( siitras 9- 12 ) deals with the nature and os: : 
aes of the chief vital air. It is neither the element, air, | 
nor the activities of senses, but a separate entity, on account of _ 
its being mentioned separately. It is atthe same time subordi- — 
nate to the individual soul like the eye and other organs - 
and it should not be objected that in this case | 
there will have to be admitted another sense-objech or  __ 
function as peculiar to this prana, because it is not a regular 
instrument like the other sense-organs. (Here Ramanuja explains, 
and aptly too, that the objection is invalid, because 


the scripture actually speaks of its special function, viz, = | 
the supporting of the body and the senses; e. g. ‘afar gi att . | 
aera geqa act de’ Chandogya Upa. 5, 1,7,‘ that isthe chief -— 
_ prana on whose going away this body appears as if most sinful or ~ 


_ morbid. °) The chief prana besides is designated as having five a | 
functions like the mind. 


All the commentators interpret this adhikarana i in the same way’ a 
(but for the slight difference in Ramanuja just noted above), except — | 
~ of course Madhya, who, as usual, has very different explanations, on - | 
a especially of sūtras 9 and 11. Tn sūtra 9, he says that although the ey 
| word prana is used to denote the chief prana, the element air, and tha’ oi 
activities or external movements, s still the passage, speaking of its 
creation, must refer to the chief vital air only and not to. either- 





the elemental air or the activities, owing to a special and separate - A 
= mention of | the creation of the chief vital air as Opposed to the o 
other two. Madhya reg gards, as stated above, sūtras 8ang G ag. fod 


; forming an adhikarana by themselves : while sttras | 10 and At, 
form another adhikarana asserting that the chief vital air also ‘is: ee 
i subject i tO Paramatman like the eye etc. with the difference, hew- ee 
= ever, that ihe chief vital air is not an instrument, while the eye 

- etc. are, and this is the meaning of the passages speaking of the o |] 
ri Sūtra 12 also forms an inde- ee 
: very | much the same as in the 
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-other commentaries. a 13. asserting that the chief vital air 


also is anu, i. e. subtle and ‘limited in size, forms an independent 
ne adhikarana, according to all commentators without exception. ies 


‘One cannot help remarking here that the division into adhika- 
raas, followed by all the commentators except Madhva, is rather 
arbitrary. | Hither all these sūtras from 8 to 13, all alike referring 
to the chief vital air, should form one adhikarana or we 
| should have four adhikaranas predicating four characteristics of — 
| the chief vital air. That, as a matter of fact, is the division adopted 
y in Madhva’s commentary. — 


“The next three sūtras (14-16 ) form one adhikarana according 


| to all. pi: is interpreted by Sarhkara thus: The pranas perform e 


-their functions as presided over by their respective deities and 
£ not independently, as is declared in ‘the scriptures ( ARRATE, ) 
Ne or can it be: objected that in that case the deities | would be. 
_ the enjoyers and not the souls ; for the prāņas are connected with 
O the individual soul ( = prinavat ), as we know from scriptures; 
and because the individual soul abides permanently in the body a 





as the enjoyer; but not so the deities, who cannot possibly abide a $ a 


as enjoyers in the earthly bodies, SO full of imperfections. 


Nimbarka follows Sathkara, excepi in the third sūtra, which. ne 


~ he explains as meaning that the connection of the pranas with the _ 
individual soul ( as opposed to their connection ya m deities 
s presiding over them ) is eternal. 


_ Ramanuia, though ¢ agreeing with the above. in the verbal Fan 


tation of the stitras, refers them to a different topic. He reads: z 
os _ siitras ` 14 and 15 as one and explains that the rule over the prāņas 


] on the part of Fire and the other deities, together with the indivi- 


poe dual soul, is ewing to the thinking of the Highest Self ( tad-āma- = 


~~ nanat ), * and is not independent, as we have script tural state- 


ae ments to that effect. And this conclusion follows also from E 
-the eternity of this quality of being ruled by the Paramatman, ~ 
ee who has entered all | things. To my: mind, the e interpretation s seems e 


erate farfotched. 


hi Be iae 
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- Madhva, as usual, ne a ‘different o ‘Though a , 
pranas are subject to and. instruments of the individual soul, — 
still it is the Brahman which abides in Fire etc. and which e 
causes the pranas to perform their functions. Br ahman, again, does a 
all this through the individual souls. and so there is no “objection | 
to the statement that the pranas are the instruments of the indivi- g 2 
dual soul ; and this follows moreover from the fact that the rela- <= 5] 


tion between the individual soul and the prāņas is eternal. The | 
point made out here is very much the same as that of Rāmānuja. _ E 

 Vallabha’s interpretation is almost obscure and far from | 
ety, i A AEE ee | 


The next adhikarana (sūtras 17-19), which isinterpreted exactly DEE 
“alike by all, asserts that the prāņas are the senses, ie, inde- s 
pendent principles, and not mere modifications of the chief vital pat: 

air, on account of the designation being applicable to them. : oe 
with the exception of the best, i. e., the chief vital air, and ee 
on account of the scriptural statement of difference and also’ on i, ee 
account of the difference in their characteristics. Rāmānuja Sa 
reads siitras 18 and 19 as one and Nimbārka follows him. era 
= The next and last adhikarana ( sūtras 20-22 ) is also inter- : | 
preted alike by all and it asserts that the fashioning of the names 
and forms belongs to the Paramatman and noi to the individual a 
~ soul; and that it is on account of the preponderance ofa particular 
: element that there are- distinctive names, such as, earth, water ae i 
etc., though really speaking everyt thing contains all the elements. = 
| Madhva regards sūtra 20 as forming one adhikaraņa and the next a 
two sūtras as forming another adhikaraņa. Thus this last adhi- a 
3 karaņa discusses the question as to whether the activity of cre- ea 
ation * belongs to the. Paramatman or to the individual soul; 
o whereas the preceding adhikaranas of this pada and some of the monet 
n preceding pidis dealt with the production itself c of the products. > ae En] 
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|  ADHYAYA TI, PADA È - Se, 

— on third and the fourth adhyayas essentially ‘differ from the, ee 
= ae first two adhyayas as regards the contents. ‘The main object of ae | 
i the first t two > sabiyayas may hei} beiet described as being to set 
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as “forth the essent tial 1 nature OF the Brahrien.. Every thing in them 
may be said to contribute to the same end : the attempt made in 
: the first adhyāya to show that the va rious doubtful passages of the _ 
| Upanisads ` have for their purport nothing g but the Brahman, the refu- 
tation of. the objections ag ainsi the doctrine. of the Brahman, 
whether based on smrti or on reasoning, the proof ofthe invalidity 
? of other doctrines than that of the Brahman even from the merely 
T speculative poini of view, and the reconciliation of the apparently 
divergent Upanisad passages referring to the creation of the pi 
ments, the nature of the a self, and tne nature and orig 
nation of the accompaniments of the individual self. Now bs 
~ sūtrakāra procedes to enquire , in the third and fourth adhyayas 
PE respə ctively, i into the nature of the means of attaining the Brab- 
‘man and the nature of that attainment. And first, in the first pada, 
ae of the third adhyaya, he goes on to describe the imperfections. of 
ee the individual soul and its course from one birth to another, with 
i: a view to produce vairagya or aversion to worldly pleasures, a 
at most necessary antecedent ‘condition without which one cannot ; Pe 
T even ‘so much as enter upon the path i to Moksa or final beatitude, Aig 





















a To bea! in with, the first ‘adhikerana ( stitras 1-7 ) deals with - 
“the question whether the individual soul, in obtaining a different _ 
$ body, goes enveloped by the subtle material element or not. The 
answer to iti is in the affirmative, because these ( subtle material 
T? elements ) are quite o as an abode to the prūņas which 
“) care always attached the soul and- which also 
co dapant with the soul. Ais a agree in the general in- 
oe terpretation of the adhikarana, xcept fora few differences here and ao 
_ there, which are not important. Thus, for instance, in sūtra 6, — 
the q question raised according & tO  Śarhkar a, Ramanuja and N imbér- 0 : 
Cie is: how dd we know that it is the souls that are accompanied eee 
by water, though water alone is mentioned and not the souls, in 
ve Brhadaranyaka Upa.V. 3. 30. And the answer is that the perform- oo 
ers of sacrifices are “understood there, being mentioned i in BE. Ui 
| V. 8 1 According to Vallabh : a however, the question is: 7 is to | oe 
Oe all kinds of souls that are S0 invested with the subtle elements, SaN 
aye ag. particular kinds of souls being Hoskins? And the ans nswer a 
oe? de ioie only the performers of saeriBnss: ie nA Lane Gate 
ne -Madhya has a + separate a 











a world of Yama; and they cannot go to the moon at all. 





AE : nuja regards sūtras 12-16 


ANAL LYSIS 5 ett ee Mee a, 


A translates the world? ‘phaktatva at? by | pestially” (ohageteb ) ay 


and explains the sūtra to mean that the. speech ete. only ¢ 


partially into their respective deities, Agni etc., but that the pastes ue 
thet remain accompany the individual soul. And if it be ob- 
jected that the goine of the elements with the individual soul is 

not directly mentioned, just as, for instance, the going of speech : 
etc. into Fire etc. is actually mentioned, the reply is that it is 
also mentioned in connection with the performers of sacrifices i ine. 
some passages, whose source is, as usual, unknown (sūtras 6). The 


immortality, a again, spoken of in “sqm amagal argu ( Rgveda NATI 
48.3) ‘we drank the soma juice and have become immortal’ 

is only metaphorical: because the real immortality can belong 
only to an ātma-vid, the possessor of i the knowledge of the soul ; 

and the performer of sacrifices etc. is in no sense an atima-vid. 


The second adh ikarana (sitras 8-11 ) says thai, when the souls - i 
‘of those who had enjoyed the reward of their good works in the e : 
| moon descend to the earth, in order to undergo a new embodi- oe 
= ment, they return with some remainder (amsa) of their former So 
deeds cleaving to them, the remainder of deeds which cannot 
bear their fruit in the moon, but which must be enjoyed in- this a 
world only, and which thus determines the nature of the new p iie] 


embodiment. All acres in the interpretation of this adhikarana, 


except that Madhva_ splits sittra 8 into two, ‘EUa ATINA a cf 
geama and ‘adi A a? , and has two adhikaranas | for these | 


two | sūtras and has- a third adhikaraņa for the remaining. 
7 three sūiras. r; oe 


The third adhikarana (antras 12-21) discusses the question end 


regarding i the fate of those whose good deeds are not sufficient to 


| . take them. to the moon, and establishes the- conclusion that it ‘is. a 
those only who have knowledge ( vidya ) and who. “perform | sacri- a 


foe : fices ete. { karman ), that ascend i to the- moon for the enjoyment o of 
Nr their good deeds ; while for the rest, there ig: the third pinos, the 


es “Rāmānuja and Sarkara, while agreeing inthe pargo topi 
: adhikarana as | stated above, differ from each other in that Ran 


as s stating the e pir ranaky o or the p 
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the siddhanta beginning swith: sittra “13: This sutra, Shen 


: -literally translated, would yun thus:—‘but of the others, 
ae having experienced ( the fruits of ‘their actions in Sarhyamana, 


Le the world of Yama ); there i is an ascent and a descent, as such — 


oes course is declared.’ ‘Samkara remarks that i the particle ‘ tu‘ (but) | 


in the sūtra refutes the pirvapaksa. But the difficulty is as © 
~ regards the word ‘aroha’ (ascent) in the sūtra. The sūtra dis- 
| tinct sly says that there are both ascent and descent; and this can 
g apparently mean the ascent to the moon and the descent from 


i ae tO. this world. | Sathkara has to understand the descent to 
- Yama’s world and ascent therefrom to this world, which seems a 
eae bit far-fet cched, especially. when the question is regarding the 


ascent to and descent from the moon; whereas according to 


3 a ` Rāmānuja, the sūtra is only a qualification of the preceding sūtra, 
-which asserts in an unqualified manner that even those who do 
not perform sacrifices ascend to the moon. This sūtra says that 


oe they. have, however, to. experience sufferings in the world of 


E ne ‘Yama. Thus the words aroha and avaroha can be explained in the 
ee most natural way. And again the particle ‘tu’ ( but ) in sūtra 17, 


eo but, of knowledge and work, those two being under discussion tee ee 
= can be construed well with Ramanuja as marking the refutation aS 


Cee oe the pirvapaksa; bui it is apparently purposeless according — 
Poe RO, Sankara, and he has to rema ark that the word ‘tu’ is meant 
2 RO. preclude the idea, arising from the passage of another Sakha, 
; that all departed go to the. moon—which is, in any case, less 
o ma than Rāmānuja’s explanation. 


| Nimbārka exactly follows. Rāmānuja here. 


- Vallabha regards stitras 12-16 as forming one sdhikarave; paid. | 


: ` ilero sūtra 13 just like Sarkara, to mean that those who do- 





| OO ne perform sacrifices etc. g o to the world of Yama to suffer the a eas 
o fruits oE: their bad deeds, But with sūtra ve in his opinion he- beat - 


gins s another e just to confirm what has. boon establish- 


o through | Naraka. Sūtra 15 forms ; 4 
ooo i there ne seven N Narakas { 





| Madhya a satas 1 aso E one adhikorana, i 


a establishing that even the performers of bad deeds have to go up o 








= os and down, with the difference, however, that. they have to pass ie in 





i ae i 





mother adhika: raņa, asserting ee 
| & ara 16 forms anoth er adh x ara ; 8, yas 
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asserting that even in Naraka, it isthe Parameévara who com- 

mands and directs. Sūtra ve also forming a separate adhikarana, oe 

asserts that the individual souls are not independent . ‘in: their: °°: 
: Courses upwards and downwards ; but they depend upon . Vidya. | 

and Karman for the path of gods ( Devayana ) and the path of 

the fathers ( Pitryana, ) respectively. The remaining four sitras A 

(18-21) form one adhikarana saying that in the Naraka, the world- 

of great darkness, there is only misery ( dukkha ) and no sukha 

at all.Sūtra 21 is interpreted by Madhva in quite a different way — 


from the rest, to mean that the word ‘ Sabda’, used i in connection 


withthe third place (i. e. the Naraka ), involves ( avarodha ) 
Mirccha or faintness arising from extreme o ; whereas 
all the rest interpret it to mean i that ‘the third term,’ i. e. Udbhijja o 
( that which springs from a germ ) comprises that es springs _ | 
from heat (i. e. svedaja, ie. the fourth class of the embodied _ 


beings ). Madhva also reads an additional ~sttra ‘ smaranacca = 


‘on account of its being found in 1 the smrtis, ° with which he ends 
the adhikarana. | A | T | 
The next adhikarana ( sūtra 22 ) asserts that the subtle bodies hes 

of the souls, decending from the moon, through the ether, air ete. wg tet vet 


do not become identical with them, but only resemble them. 


| Sarkara ¢ and Vallabha read ‘ ‘sabhavyapattih >. while Ramanuj a, i ; ie es 


? 


i Madhva and N imbarka reads ‘ pea labs alaaes i but both co 


the words mean alike. 


_ The next sūtra (23) forms: an. adhikarana stating that fo entire | | 
descent of the soul occupies a very short time only. The last 


| adhikarana ( sittras 24-27 ) lays down that when the souls finally 


enter into plants and so on, they do not participate in tke life of edd 


‘the latier, ‘but are merely i in external contact with them. ‘Madhva 


oo. has three adhikaranas ( 24-25, 26, 27 ) instead of f dhe, There are 
oe i a no o differences of f interpretation worth noting.” 


ADHYAYA HI, PĀDA 2 


B L After having described the Sarhsāra-gati or the course fronts one ~: a 
eae birth to another of the individual soul, in the first pada of the third , ee 
_ adhyaya, the Sitrakara next proceeds to discuss the nature of ‘the 

oo dreaming ands sleeping conditions of the soul. The first adhikara 


ol sutras, 1-6 J treats of the individual soul in the dreaming gta 
This adhikara ana is s very important f for | our r purpose, b because A 
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p pretations, quite oppo sed to ali: e aad involving Q difference 
of opinion as regards essential points, have been put upon it by 
: the different commentators ; 7 hence we are quite justified in 
> examini ing in detail the meaning of the individual sūtras. 


| “According to Sarhkara, the question raised in the first thrde 
p sūtras is whether the creat ionin a dres am isasreal as the 
$ -creation by which the waking soul is surrounded. The first 
two sūtras state the pūrvapaksa: the creation in a dream (is 
- real ), for so say the scriptures ( sūtra 1) and some ( state that the 
| Highest Self i is ) the creator ( of the things seen in a dream I 
-sons and so on, (being the beloved things, ee which He shapes) 
(sūtra 2). Sūtra 3 states the siddhanta: ‘but it ( viz. the dream 
= world ) is mere illusion, * māyā-mātram ’, on account of its nature 
not manifesting itself with the totality ( of the attributes of real- 
‘Ry such as place, time, etc., ). So far there is nothing to object to 













o ‘maya’ (the word nowhere occuring ag zain in the sitras). But when _ 
eo we go to the next sūtra, the difficulty i is how to connect it logically 





this interpretation, “except perhaps: the meaning of the word _ a 


pea o with the one that precedes. Sūtra 4 literally translated would 















_ the experts also declare this.’ If at all, this may be an ergument 
pripo: support the reality of dreams. But Sarhkara connects it with 
the preceding sūtra in a very unsatisfactory way. Having assert- 


CB for dreams are prophetic of good and bad fortunes to come; 
E- > ik follows that there is some reality in dreams. To: guard 


T cated may be al, still the indicating dream remains as unreal aso 


yun thus: ‘ For the dream i is also indicative according to Sruti; 





soy ed i in the previous sūtra. that the dream world is mere illusion, en ae 
: he further adds: but it is not altogether so, i. e. unreal and illu- 3 


ainst such a notion, Sarhkara comes forth w ith his qualifying | are 
emarl. to the effect that though i in all these cases the thing ae | 


es eveny a: efuted as it i is by the waking state. Thus the doctrine that oe a 
ve -the dream itself i is mere illusion remains uncontradicted. ‘This l 6 
ENEY. necessity of offering an explanation Ís a proof of the unsa 





= tisfgctory character of the interpretation. | The want of connection a 


ce whid ran thus: ‘ but by the” m neditation on the highest, tl 
a which 3 is hidden ( i ey. the. uality of the ‘Lord and the indi : 
: ae ) l becomes manifest ee a eT 










| becomes still. more glaring when we come to the next two. Hia a 


n | the Supreme. Self )are its bondage and the opposite.’ ne Here 
~ to be noted that Raméanuja cha ges the order of the s 
little. Si Sūtra 4 accord cara 
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(i. e. the soul’s) bondage and w opposite G. e. release) (sūtra 5); o 


tnat ( viz. the concealment. of the soul’s powers, ) springs from tis oe 
connection with the body’ (sittra 6). N aturally Sathkara commences _ a 
-his comments on these sittras with the question, why should the 
dream-world be not the creation by the individual soul, if boththe — 
Lord and the Soul, one being a part of the other, have in common a 
the powers of knowledge and rulership, just as for instance fire 
and the spark, which is its part, have in common the powers of 
burning and giving light. We do not see how this question arises — 
here at all, when the three preceding siitras deal with the unreal — 

- character of the dream-world. | Thus this adhikaraņa, if we follow | 
Sarkara’ s interpretation, seems to be made up of two groups, - 


apparently without any direct logi ical connection. 


- According to Ramanuja, on the other hand, the E R raised ee 

in the first three sūtras is whether the creation i ina dream is the ee 

work of the individual soul or of the Highest Self. The first two a 
sūtras state the pūrvapaksa that the creation is effected by- ihe 

individual soul, and that some describe the individual soul to be a | 

the shaper of the things seen ina dream. The third sūtra states ae 

the siddhanta and is translated thus, in an altogether different 

way from Sarhkara: ‘But ( the creation in sa dream is) pure | 

Maya 4; on account of the true nature (of the individual soul X o 

not Bane fully manifested.’ The term * Maya ’ he explains | To o) 


l as meaning ‘the wonderful power of the divine being’. And thus 
he argues that the creation in a dream must be the work of: the 


Supreme Soul; as the maya can belong to none but the. Supreme se 
| ‘Soul, who can immediately | realiz ze all his wishes. A further. oe | 


| ‘reason. why it cannot be the work of the individual. soul js. that 


although the individual soul is fundamentally possessed of that. e 
power, still- he is incapable of accomplishing Such wonderful 


oe creations, being ashe is in the Sarhsara state where his true 


nature is not fully manifested. The question naturally arises, : 


; why is it not fully manifested, if iti ig fundamentally possessed by 


the individual soul p And the. answer is: “But owing to the e wish ce 


T : of the Hig ghest Self, it is hidden ; for, trom, that (i e. the wis 





oe is s read y him last 
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a j“ Or that (results) alko froma: his connection with the | 
body. . And the things seen in the dreams are not created by the 


oe wish of the individal soul for this reason also that ( the dream ) is 


ee suggestive (i i, e. prophetic of future good or ill ll fortune ) according 


a ‘fo scripture. ’ 


| Well, according to his ‘acon tations the mutual relation 
‘between the first three sitras and the last- three siitras k very 


naturally explained ; ‘but the translation of the word ‘māyā- 


 matram’ in sūtra 3, is unusual, though quite justifiable. That 


-the meaning of the word ‘ maya-matram ’ ,as given by Sarhkara, 


is more usual than that given by Ramanuja is evident; and the 
game follows from the fact that Vallabha and Bhaskaracarya* ; 


oe ‘interpret the word in the same way. It is very curious that the 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha of Nimbarka and the Bhasya of Bhās- — 


n kara which on the whole quite agree with each other, ( Mr. 


| Eggeling T is inclined to believe that Bhaskaracarya $ only 
- another name for Nimbārka ), differ in the present case; The 


¿` former entirely follows the interpretation i in the Sribhasya, though ; 
Keeping the order of the sūtras as found in Sarnkara’scommentary; _ 


while the latter has a new interpretation, which, on the whole 


: a seems to me better, as it apparent tly is free from the objections, 
raised above, azainst the interp retations asgiven by Sarhkara and 
vf - Rāmānuja. Bhāskara is in entire agreement with Samkara, as 
~ regards the translation of the first three sitras ; but in the third — 
es sūtra, he further adds that as the creation in a dream is mere 
illusion, so it must belong to the individual soul and not to the 
-o Supreme Soul, whose creation, like that of ether, air ete., is bound © 


poty to be absolutely real. Another reason why the dream is a creation k 


o of the individual soul is that it is indicative of good or ill fortune; 





mentary of Bhāskarācārya, leads us tohold that Nimbarka ar 


: and no such. gdod or ill fortune is possible in the case of the 
Supreme Soul. Then the ‘question. naturally arises, why the | 
creat ‘ion by the individual soul should be illusory 5 FF ‘the reply is, na 


E a * The auther of a commentary on ‘Brahinarsttras, a see ela, | : EEDE 
o Sari series Nos. 70, 185, 209). a 3 


4 Catalogue of Mss of the India Office, Part v, pp. 802, 803, 





EA detailed examin ation of the Vedinta-parijiva-saurabha a ‘and the come in o 





oe haath are twe d ifferent Persons, represent ät ing two d different t sohools, 





material cause, like the- ordinary world in the waking state. oF . a 
AL ‘Thus māyā-mātram means * Asama mgA? He shows th 


oy ‘ proved by the fact that it is suggestive of future good or alt For- -o 
o tune. Sūtra 5 forms another adhikarana, stating that the world 
; of dreams is made to. disappear also through the will of the S p 
o me Being; i e ‘He is both the cres 





“the full antes of the individual soul 3 is ; concealed, eae it becomes i 
manifest through meditation on the Highest Self, ( just the same 
as the translation given by Sarhkara ). I think this way of fine oo 
| aes as given by Bhaskara to be better. aS 


It is necessary to note here how three different views ae 
held regarding the subject in question. According to Sathkara, 
the creation in dreams is illusory ; the whole world, the so-called 
real creation, even the creation by which the individual soul is 
surrounded in its waking state is also illusory ; but the difference . 
is that the latter, the world consisting of ether, ete., remains fixed 
and distinct up to the moment when the soul cog nizes that the 
Brahman is the self of all; the former, the world of dreams, on the ihe 
other hand, is daily sublated by the waking state. According ee 
to Ramanuja, the world of ether, etc., and the world of dreams, 
are both equally real and not at all illusory, both being alike l 
creations of the Supreme Soul. According to ‘Bhaskara, the world ee a 
of ether, etc. isof course absolutely real, being creations of ae | 
the Supreme Soul, while the world in dreams is unreal and illu- a : | 
sory, being the creation of the individual soul. The three views ss 
may be described as idealistic, realistic and idealistico-realistic | cn 
respectively. i 





Vallabha also practically follows the third view and inter- Teas 
prets just in the same way as Bhaskara does, with the difference — co a 
_ that he interprets sūtra 5 just as Ramanuja does it, the word ‘parã- P 
-S bhidhyānātť being transiated as ‘owing to the will of the Supreme 
-i ‘Self’ instead of as ‘ through meditation on the Supreme Soul. 


- Madhva takes the first four sūtras only to form one saiukarana,, eed) 
= and interprets them to mean that the creation in a dream does — eee 
ok exist, i e, is real and that iti is the work of i the Supreme Self; but a 

-itis caused by His will alone, being of! herwise without any” 











. only by his own free will and the reality of the creation i is further 





















ia he ‘creator. and the destroyer of. 
o om x world. Sūtra a 6, again, forms another adhikarana i asserting 
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: shat even the world in the waking: ‘state. or the waking? state X 
-itself (“a FEAT are: literally means ‘abiding in connection 


s with the body’ J and not only: dream and sleep, proceed from 


SS Him,’ As usual Madhva quotes passages in support from obscure 
a “sources. One may, remark here that in sūtra 3, the svariipa should — 


_ naturally refer to the creation in a dream, since it is this dream- 
1 world which i is described as maiya-matram ; and that in sūtra 5, 
the translation of the word, parābhidhyāna, as given by Ramanu- 


pee Jl, Ls Bay: ‘the willing by the Supreme Self’ is supported by sūtra 


AS 13, where aza means owing to the willing or reflecting 


by the Brahman.’ Thus the three siitras (3,4 and5) may be 


| rendered thus: ‘The creation in the dream is exclusively may, i. e., 


E a absolutely outside the normal order of things ( whether it be 
as superior or inferior to the normal order ), because its nature is 
o -entirely non-manifested ( i. e., it does not in any way possess, the 
-= characteristics of the normal creation. ) Moreover, the creation 


| in the dream-state supplies indications ( about the future ), be- i 


-cause the great part ( of reality ) remains concealed in the dream, a 
es ue on account of the will of the Supreme Being?’ hes 


EE The sänd adhikaraņa ( sitras 7 and 8) teaches that int oe 
= * ke state of deep, dreamless sleep, according to all commentators, ; 
ae fhe individual soul abides i in the Brahman within the heart. | 


reer ‘The third adhikarana ( sūtra 9 ) expounds that the soul bt â- W 
ne a! honing from sleep is the same that went to sleep, because, other- | 


p wise, the reassuming of the action left incomplete before going to- ais 


sheep, the remembering of past experiences and the injunctions 
re about. sacrifices etc. leading to definite results, would not be possi- 

a bles Madhya explains this sūtra to mean that the same Patamā- 
che tman is the shaper of the different conditions for all the individu- Si 
e a al souls and not for. some only. | 





The fourth adhikarana ( antes 10 0) explains he: ‘hahies: SOE the p 


o condition of swoon, that it is neither of the three known condi- Bi 


tions of being awake, : sleeping 3 and renting} but it is mid-way a 





— _ between sleep and death. 


The next adhikarana i is Stll of difficulties inasmuch | as it has | oo | 
"been interpret eted | in various ways; : ande at the s same ə time it: is next | ie 






a Wee owe this interpretation t to oM: § ab ty BY Ki e T 
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bo inipoeihi, to decide lich of the interpretations: is more natu- a 
According to Sarhkara, its purport is to deter- o 
mine, on a scriptural — basis, the nature of that Brahman in ; s 
_ whieh the individual soul is absorbed in the state of deep sleep, 
as described in the immediately preceding | adhikaranas, The | 
question is whether the Brahman is nirvisesa ( absolutely void of 
Attributes ) or savisesa ( qualified by attributes ); for there are _ 


| ral than the rest. 


passages in the sruti which lend support to both these views. The 


Brahman cannot be both savisesa and nirvisesa, beg gins the adhi- 
karaņa, even through the limiting adjuncts ( @ma:= pier. 


ARTE); for, everywhere the Brahman is described as being nirvigesa. | 

If it be said that this is not reasonable owing to the — 

P descriptions of Brahman in different passages, we reply, 

; for in every such passage describing the adjuncts of the Brah- s 
aa it is described as being itself free on all diversity (sūtra. 12); k S 

 andsome directly speakof abheda ( absence of diversity ), at the coe 
same time condemning all bheda ( diversity ) ( sūtra 13 ). And the B iad 
Brahman must be regarded as void of all diversity ; for passages 
describing the Brahman as nir visesa have the Brahman for their an 
principal subject ( tat-pradhāna ) ( while passages describing ae 
the Brahman as savisesa are not 50, but they aim at upasand gee 


(sūtra 11). 


in 


or meditation ; and when there is an opposition between pas- 


gages which have the Brahman as their chief subject ( tat- 


pradhāna ) and those which have it not, the former must 
naturally be accepted and the latter rejected, in determining 


the nature of the Brahman (sūtra 14). Andin orderthatthe savišesa i 


passages should not be devoid of significance, the Brahman mus stbe 
-regarded as being like light ( which seems to assume as i it were 


-different forms, but which does not really possess the forms ( sūtra oa 


15). The Scripture, moreover, declares the Brahman to consist of 


-that only ( i. e., intelligence ) and thus to be absolutely nirviéesa  — 
 (sittra 16). The same is stated also in the sruti and sam a we 


(sūtra 17). For this very reason there are comparisons with 
[i reflections of the sun in water ete. re which aim at nothing, but 
oe showing the “unreal character of the Apparent | m anifestations 


DE : ( of fhe two o things compared a) si since s (3 in 1 the c case of the 2 Brab ng 
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| there j is not t apprehended (any a substance ) sodas tle to 


ee the water ( sūtra 19). (The objection, however, does not hold good; 
oe for, what the comparison means is that) the Brahman participates 
l as it were +) in the increase and decrease of the limiting adjuncts, 


since it i is. implied i in them!; and owing to the appropriativeness of | 
thet two things compared; it is thus (i. e, the comparison holds 
good). ({ The meaning is that as the reflected images of the sun 


o participate in the changes which the water undergoes, while the 
ees ED himself remains unaffected thereby so the true self is not 
affected by the attributes of the upadhis) (sūtra 20). The Scripture 


: os sūtra 91 Je: 


-also declares e that the Brahman itself enters into the vests ) 


CIti is to be er here that the E of the word < thana- 


eae tah! in sūtra 11, is not satisfactory, also that. Sathkara uses the 
w word‘ as it were ' (iva) in the interpretation of sitras 15 and 20, 
ae o to which nothing in the sūtras corresponds, and that the words | 
an daréayati ca’ in sūtra 17 are superfluous. fate 
= Ramanuja, however, connects this adhikarana with what cree 
i eik quite in a different way, i.e. by asking the question whether ee: ae | i 
o the imperfections of the individual soul, whose conditions have =~ | 
A “been so far discussed, affect also the Brahman cr not. Not even — eee ae 


eae owing to its abiding ( in such places as the earth, the individual — | 
es soul ate is there any imperfection ) attaching to the Highest : 
= Self; for everywhere, it is described as having twofold _ 


characteristies (i.e. being, on the one hand, free from all evils, 
poi and, on. the other hand, being endowed with all auspicious quali- 
4 ties ) ( sütrā a). (If itbe said that the antaryamin, the ruler- 
eS within, | also. is. affected by imperfections ) owing to the variety 
: ek of podies within which it abides, just as, for instance, the indi- 





ane | vidual soul, although essentially free from evil, is yet liable to T 


aoo imperfections owing to its connection with a variety of bodies ), 


> Gahan according to the greater: or 


=- We reply, ‘no; because in every section ( of the chapter referring = 
ae to the antaryāmin : in the Brh. Upa. 817 ) he is. expressly called — ao 

| oe the” ‘opposite of that, ; (i i ey free from the short-comings of the indi- Co 7 es 
ea vidual soul ) (sūtra 12). And some moreover expressly assert that, ‘ oe A 


aneneen anana inten 





zT Thus the other t to which the Brahman ¢ to compared ) has more or ie or pg ae an E, 






a aa A the upsahit or condition ) rer contain it phe Ty AM te | me : 











being no doubt. the more usual One.. On the other hand, ‘siitra - $ 
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though. the Lord and Be soul a are é within one seas iv ‘soul Lonly. iB en 
important, but not the Lord ) (sūtra 13). Another proof of it Tiesin 
fact that the Brahman in itself is devoid of form (i. e. not subject TO 
| imperfections due to the connection. with the bodies) (a Emig Rag- 7 ee | 
ter asiaa FÅTT q Raa gat: ), it being the principal oe 
element in the bringing about of names and forms(sittral4). | 
Again, just as we must admit that the Brahman is of the nature — 
of light and intelligence {in order not to deprive passages like 
‘satyam jfidnam ete.’ of their significance ), in the same way, not. 
to deprive such passages as assert satya-sarhkalpatva etc. of their 
significance (we must admit that the Brahman is possessed ofthe 
double character, i. e. being free from the faults and being the ~ 
abode of all auspicious qualities ) (sūtra 15). (Moreover, the 
Taitti. Upa. pasage (2.1) ‘ satyam jfidnam ete.’ only asserts | s0 He 
much (i. e. the prakāśa-svarūpatva of the Brahman, but does not 
at the same time deny other qualities such as ‘satya-sarnkalpatva’ o ae 
etc. known from other passages ) (sūtra 16). (And this two-fold pa | l 
character of the Brahman) is asserted in many passages of the Sruti 4 
and the smrti (sūtra17). It is, because (the Brahman, although abid- a 
ing in many places, is nottouched by their imperfections ) that the i 
similes of the reflected sun of the ether limited by a jar etc. are | 
applicable to it ( sūtra 18). If it be objected that the simile isnot = 
applicable because the sun is apprehended in the water Cerrone- oe 
 ously.( bhrantya ),"while the antaryamin really ( paramarthatah ee eee 
_ abides in the earth etc., and so he must share in their changesand => 
defects ( sūtra 19 ), we reply that what is negatived by the simile oeiy : 
is that the Brahman should participate i in the iner ease and decrease ee 
of the many places. i in which ‘it inheres ; on this view both similes | e Le 
(that of the sun and of the ether) are appropriate (sūtra 20), And EE 
_ we observe analogous similes (i e. to be- understood: onym 
some particular aspects ) employed in ordinsay ' lifer eg when we Torpe | 
i sompere Manavaka to a lion ( sūtra å 21 k> TE T ise pels TR g a 
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| Tt must be confessed here that the meaning of tan-matram’? ‘in Q 4 o] 
aia 16 is rather unfamiliar, the mean ing g iven byo arkara y 













= je construed much better, and has. not the appearance ‘of sup 
- fluousness.” It is very curious how the > very same simile: 
in fegarding the. nai ture -0 
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n Brimin.. Th sūtra 20, Ramanuia hess aa bes supply | iva’ of his | 


ae own invention, which Sarkara i is compelled to do. 


< Nimbarka agrees with Ramanuja as regards the general - pur- E 
“piti of these sūtras, but differs from him in the interpretation of 





n: Bome individual sūtras. Thus according to him, sūtra 15 means that To 


the Brahman must be regarded as prakasavat ( the source of light ) 
and at the: same time as TENTE ( not touched by the defects of _ 
~ the objecst to be illumined) i in order to give the following sentence | 
oe | | n ‘its full significance : ‘Ag VERNA BAR l angaa] aag: Vena’. This 
oe Pas “ge! tence, by itself confirms the twofold character of the Brahman, | 
a Siitra 16 also is explained differently to mean that a sentence 





-ean have its full significance only when it signifies | all that it 





Bs E a i resses, without leaving out anything. 
ee wes ‘Madhva divides the sittras (11-21 ) into five antan The 
n eee of the adhikaranas ( sūtras 11-13 ) is that the Highest — 
oe Self does not inherently possess difference of forms and that when _ 
itis described as having infinite forms, it is out of regard for its 
roe greatness or aisvarya. The next adhikarana ( sūtras 14-17) _ 
= shows t that when the Brahman is spoken of as being without form, 
it means that it is without forms of the material world ( prakrta- 


_ rūpa-hīna); atthe same time the passages describing therūpaof tke ==> 
‘Brahman have their full significance in thatthey describe the Vilar oe 

ae kapa orextraordinary form of the Brahman, The next adhikarana ee ced 
(ostra: 18 ) says that though the jīva is similar in nature to the = 





8 Brahman, still it cannot be void of all diference like it, because 
aces he jiva is only its reflection (pratibimba ); and so itis absolutely 
ot different from, dependent ‘upon and similar to the. Brahman, ; 
just as a sun's reflection is different from, dependent upon and 
as similar to the sun. The next adhikaraņa ( sūtra 19) states that o 
Ee this similarity of nature of jiva is not manifested without bhakti 
ree | levotion (agra = agaa AeA sgo at we ar) and that 











: this bhakti has different degrees, (a3 2A ) some higher and a 


aw lower i is stated i in the next adhikarana ( sūtras 20-21 a 





The way in which Madhva interprets the words an w 





Tis ‘fantastic and not less curious. is the way in which — a 


: - he explains the simile of the sun's reflection | s0 as. to 3 suphort ho ce : one 
| ee -i aaehty. of the Brahman and the jiva. a rare oe es K | 4 : a 
` Acoording to Vallebka, a all these siitras s0 11-21 i form one ad o > 
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hikarana ; but the denoi proposed. is whether the pir ibe of | 
| the indlvidual souls and of the material world, sometimesaffirmed | 
of the Brahman and ‘sometimes denied, belong to. him- or nok: | 
Sūtra 15 says that just as the light of the sun is both capable of ote 
being pointed out ( vyavahara ) and otherwise, in the same way = 


the Brahman is both object of definite description vyavaharavisa- 


ya and transcending all predication ( vyavaharatita ) in order | 
that the mutually opposed passages in the scriptures should 
retain their significance. Sūtras 16-18 state the prima facie | 
‘view saying that the Brahman is only tan-matra (ie,in- — | 
telligence pure and simple ), and that the simile of the sun’s ree — 

flection indicates thai the attributes of cit and acit are only me- — 
taphorically predicated of the Brahman, while their total absence is = 
its real nature. Siitras 19-21 state the siddhanta, to theeffect = | 
that the Brahman both has and has not the attributes of cit and A 
acit and that it is the abode of all sorts of attributes opposed | to e 
each other ; and that there is no- real contradiction between the L 


several texts of the scriptures. 


Sittras 22-30 form a new adhikarana aceording to Sarbkerk,: pee 
me aat tiation” a which is the pees from oe Brh me a 


| : the eéaching. 7? P S0, “not so’: iene is aoa higher, 


than this, hence ‘not so’; there is Another over and above ’ ). The 
question is : whether these negations negative the Brahman also o ar 
-only the two forms of the Brahman, corporeal and incorporeal, men- 
tioned i in the preceding sentence, Sūtra 22 replies that the passage eee | 
| negatives only the two limited forms; while that- which is bè eed 
yond these forms negatived i is the Brahman, and it is non-manifest ee 


(sūtra 23). The yogins realise this Brahman, void of all distinctive 


hore attributes, at the time of the sarhradhana (devotionrmeditation ete.) tee 
= (sūtra 24). The Brahman i is devoid of all distinctive. attributes Be 
| light, whi ch appears to be different as it comes in- contact witho ce | 
different objects ( ( which are the upadhis or adjuncts, the karman i cee 
but which is itself unchanged. And the non-difference of the Brah- En 


i a man and the] iva is p repeatedly n mentioned (sūtra a): Hence i is the 





n which i is 3 posetble only. if the distinctions are e unreal ( stitra 26 aN 


The question proposed i in the remaining four sitras of thig 





















a “THE VEDANTA 
An = aa is ee to e passages speaking of the difference | 
ae “between the jiva and the Prajfia (e. g. Mund. Up. 3.1.8; 3. 2. 8 &e.) | 


a -and those speaking of their non-difference (e. g. Chand. Up. 6. 8.75 
 ‘Brhad. Upa. 1.4, 10 etc. E One view is that the relation between- 


the prajfia and the jiva is like that between & serpent and its coils, neat 


ae which are non-different in as much they are both serpent, at the 

£ same time different, from the point of view of the coils, the hood, 
oe the length etc. (sūtra 27). Another view is that the relation is like 
2 that between light and its source, which are not absolutely differ- 
ent, both being al tke i tejas, but which ut the same time are differ- Ar 

TAT ceni and have different names ( sūtra 28). But the siddhānta i is the 

=o cone ska ated i in sūra 25 above that all difference is unreal and that 
~ : the Brahman i is the only reality (stitra 29). This follows from the — 

a denial of any other intelligent being than the Highest Self. (e guy 
3 a Br. u. 3. 7. 23, aTi aT: Rei ‘there is no other seer than this’ ). 
















oe a sitra 25. is anything but satisfactory. 


— - According ‘to Rāmānuja, however, siitras 29-26 form a con- — 
Ainuation of the preceding adhikarana. The question being, how 
Cee the twofold character of the Brahman, as understood above, can be 


nok possible, when the clause ‘ RA’ denies the forms of the Brah- | 
man described before. The reply i is that this clause denies only 5 


dg possessed | “of - only these attributes and no more ; and this is 


ak of as belonging to the Brahman ( sūtra 22) Here Rāmānuja 
i riticises Sarhkara’s interpretation thus: it would be ridiculous © 

, hold” that the attributes are” described first just in ac- 

ordance with the popular conception (anuvāda ) to be only 

eniìed afterwards; because in the- first place it is futile; 


“Tt has to be noted here that the meaning of the word ‘karmani’ eo 


1 Aa the lim ited nature of the Brahman, i. i €., it denies that the Brahman oe | 


nay corrobrated by the fact that more attributes are later on spoken. n 


i -. | ‘and secondly, such g course would þe- justifiable only w a 
ee: ese attributes of the Brahman can be known from ordinary -o 
Oe experience ; ; but, as a matter of fact. they can be known from 





“scripture alone. And scripture as a matter of fact declares the 
aoe Brahman to be ‘non-manifesi, A 










_ OR devotion or from its bein 





eae i e, not accessible to any other ; a 
= proofs but : scripture e (sūtra 23). | ‘The realisation of this Brahman oo 
ensues only from contemplation: which has taken the formo of bbaki E ee 




















a Brahman ( sūtra 30) 


a A fied by the context, ig rather unusual. 


a 29 and continues it upto sūtra ce As vapacardl ¢ siitras 22 
ee ely agrees with Bamsaains h 
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"ANALYSIS. SOs, nt ae Oe 
"devotion E (sities 24). The interpretation given one of | 
CIANA ’ is confirmed by the fact that the quality of being differen- ae 
- tiated by the corporeal and incorporeal world (aiganas Je 
` of the Brahman i is realised just in the same way as the lumin- E 
ousnhess, ‘intelligence etc. are and these latter are realised only — J 
through repeated practice in the act of Sarhrādhana ( SHUM ) 
( sūtra 25). For all these reasons, the Brahman possesses an 


infinite number of attributes; for thus the twofold indications 
( linga ) met with in the Scriptures are justified ( sūtra 26 ). _ 


The remaining four sutras (27-30) form anew E oo £ 

‘posing to discuss the relation in particular between the Brahman 

i and the acid-vastu or non-sentient matter ; for there are passages | 
referring to the non-difference of the two (e. g. aa} aay’ Nrsimha S 
 Up.5 ) as well as to their difference (e. g. qazana Baa at 
gyaran Chan. Up. 27. 6.3.2). The relation, says: in Oe | 
27, is like that between a serpent and its cofls, i e., the non-sen- = | 
tient matter is only a special arrangement ( sainsthina-visesa ) of he 
the Brahman. But this view has to be rejected, remarks Ramanuja, “heen 
because it goes against the passages referring to the difference be- 
tween the Brahman and the non-sentient makera as well as ‘those | oe 
which describe the Brahman as being incapable of transformation — ioe al 
( parinadma ). Or the relation in question is like that between light ni | 
and its abode, which, though really different, are at the- same: time ree 
-non-differant, since both alike are tejas (sūtra 28). The Siddhénta, a 

| however, is that the relation is- just as it was decided before a ee | 

( purvavat ) in sūtra II. 3: 43, i. e. non- -sentient matter is only a o] 

part tof the Brahman ‘and he hence its attribute, incapable of existing — eae 

independently of it (sūtra 29), And the same follows from the’ denial 

of the attributes of non-sentient matter as 5 belonging to the 
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ng eae n 
R must be admitted, ‘that, the explaviation! of a EATER, Pood 
| jitea 25 is decidedly superior to that given by Sarkara. At tho | 


: same time the meaning of ‘ anantene ’ in sūtra 26, | though > justi- es : 















~ Nimbarka, like Sarkara, begins a new s iilan with sit a o 





| Ghate, Vodinia, 1 


oe tain persons s only, after | the repented practice of anoint O 


2i etc., though they are otherwise common to all, inthe same way 


the Brahman, though present everywhere, is realised only by some _ 
Tee after the repeated practice of: Sarhradhana or contemplation 8B- 
suming the form of devotion. And from this realisation of the 
_ Brahman (atah), the jiva becomes similar to or united with the 
o Brahman. Thus Nimbārka explains the words TATA, likè 
: Ramanojs, but anantena like Sarnkara. 
| _ As for the remaining four sitras, Nimbarka has a different i 
ol purport altogether, although their literal meaning may not appear 
different. That the passage IA IA does not negative the mirta 
T í ue and amirta forms of the Brahman but only its limited character 
a follows from the fact that the world stands to the. Brahman in 
o the relation of bhedābheda, i. e. both difference and non-difference, 
a just like that between a serpent and its coils in conformity with 
<o both- kinds of mention, i. e of difference as well as 
oe  non-difference,. found iw the Scriptures. This is the 







2  giddhanta according to Nimbarka. as regards the relation | 












between the Brahman and the inanimate world; and nota mere l 


iE to:be. So also sūtra 28 siates - the siddhanta regarding the rela- , 
a tion between the Brahman and. the jiva or cit, which is also bhe- 


CIE then, « one might object, the world is only a special arrangement 


o A is reached l from such express P, "o a bad AF- a 





_ prima-facie view, as for instance, Śarhkara and Rāmānuja suppose = 


: - dabheda, just like the one existing between. light and its abode. a 


et the Brahman, as follows from the aen of a Senet and oe a, 


ada that. the , Brabihan i is not affected ‘by any 7 defects Sob oe 





ANALYSIS ee oe a tt 


Adie to Madhva, sitra 22 fora. an adhiliseanas saying 


that the.gruti denies the Brahman being only the creator and das > 
: stroyer ; for it asserts something more, i.e. that it is also. the pro- a. 
tector. Siitras 23-26 form another adhikarana, saying that the Bra- 
hman is by itself non-manifest ; that it can become manifest only ` 


by repeated practice of stavana, manana ete. ( eat Array aes 


wang wag: + alee waft) ‘there results the realisation, ‘prakaéa,’ 
of the Bre’: nan which is the object, ‘karman’; and that it becomes — 
so only through thefavour of the Brahman itself, of infinite and Pee 


‘wonderful powers ( sata Raana aE saza). and not 


, through . the unaided efforts of the. jiva.. The subject. of stitras : 
. (27-30) i is, “how can the Brahman be both bliss and the possessor — 
of bliss (ananda and anandin J’ The Brahman can be both, says 


sūtra 27, just asa serpent can be both acoil and one having. a coil; 


for we have both kinds of mention in the texts. Thus for instance, — 
in ‘Tattiriys Up. IL: 4. sare aa it arg knowing the bliss of Brah- rae 
- man’, the Brahman is spoken ofasanandin; and in aay wow 
amaa: Brhad. Up. 6. 3. 33, ‘ this itself is the great bliss’, the Brah- hay a] 
man is spoken of as ānanda. Exactly in the same manner. the to 
-Bun is both light and the abode of light ( sūtra 28) and time is- oe 
the measurer ( avacchedaka, as when we used a word like pirva > 


- ‘former’ : wat ), as well as the measured one (sūtra 29). That the 





_ Brahman is both the quality and the qualified follows from such Bae 
| _ negations as ‘ qA or ‘Fe are frat’, Madhva’s. explana Sa 
„tions of sutras 22 and 29 are unnatural on the face of them. on es 


allabha divides sitras 22-30 into four adhikaranas. Sites oad 
ing the first adhikarana, says that the negation ofa i ii] 
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ibutes with regard to the Brahman only refers to- ordinary nares 











worldly: at ibutes and that it only means that the Brahman i is ex Ta- a 
idiari ( jagad-vilaksana ). ‘The next: adhikaraņa ¢ sitras 28-24, y oo 
eae the: view tacie to ritiok: oar: those pe pen a 


| I ao oe THE 3 VEDANTA 


A by both faa of sentences ‘The eat eatii orate ( sūtras 25-27 ) 
a deals with the same question. ‘The pirvapaksa runs thus: just — 
os as tejas, ‘ light ta is of one nature and possesses only one touch, i.e. | , 
~ hot, although under. different circumstances: different. kinds of = 


o touch may be experienced € e. g. cool touch in the moon; but that — 


| ai does not mean that the cool touch belongs really to tejas ); in the | 
same way, though the Brahman may be manifested in the act of 

oo contemplation ( karmani ) as possessed of an infinite variety of 

oo forms ( anantena ) according to the inclination of the devotee, - 


| -still it is really only ( nirvisesa ) void of any attributes. But, 


g RO, says the siddhanta; the Brahman is both void of qualities, | 
ee and possessed of infinite qualities, just as a serpent can be both 


ay straight and crooked. Stitras 28-30 discussthe relation between the 


ony | l Brahman and its atteibutes ( dharma ), which i 15 like that between 1 
o light and its abode. Thus the Brahman either exists always as 
| aan a possessed of its dharmas, which we can never‘ conceive as being ae 

| a 2 separated fr om ih OF the truth may: þe &S represented above 


cho! ae pirvayat ) in sūtras 14-18, i.e. the Brahman is void of attri- Co 


| -butes (nir-dhar maka). Justas to reconcile certain passages we 
ae admit that the Brahmanis possessed of a twofold character (ubhaya- 


pe ina Jy: in the same way. to reconcile passages like ‘satyam’, En. 


; ee ‘ekam eva advitiyam ’ we must admit that, the. Brahman is nir- 


e raka. Here Vallabha remarks that both these views- are oe 


oF ‘toned by the Sttrakara ( sraait qaercer wart ). 





pee ‘Thus fom a consideration of the several. interpretations: of Pere 
ee sass 1 11-30, two points are quite clear. In the first. place there 
oe is not the least reference to the maya ; for, we | see how Samkara E i 
ootas to puti in the word ‘iva’ several times. In the second place, 
cae the, Sūtrakāra's „attempt to reconcile - passages of a radically 








Leas eo: posed. character, regarding the nature of the. Brahman and its | e 


o relation to the jiva and the non-sentient matter, has not led to any E 


~ „decisive result; in other words, instead of laying downany hard 
J : and fast theory, 5 as for instance, that the jiva is a transformation l ee ss 
fos a (parinama) of the Brahman or an illusory aspect (vivarta), he only a, ee oe 
Sart - | _ illustrates the relation by ` various 3 exacting t of especially sütras i i J : Co oe 
ee and the particle ‘ va’ : pe o 
~ prepared to believe that 






-o — nondistinetion ( abheda ); ti ce a oe ( nitedhar natve- 3 A) 
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and the porseasion of infinite attr ibutes ( anabi dhana a] are. ae. 
possible in the Brahman, since it is only. to be known from the 

‘Scriptures. If however we want to see some definite system in the AE 
 sūtras, the most probable one, as far as these particular sūtras pao = 
would be the doctrine of Bhedabheda, which sees both bhedj 
and abheda, without involving any third principle to reconcile _ 
them and to which especially the illustrations of the serpent and ee 

its coil or of light and its abode are suitable. — 3 


AAEE EARR 


The next adhikaraņa (siitras 31-37 ) discusses certain term 
applied to the Brahman, terms which, if literally understood, 
. would imply the idea of limitation, but which are to. be under- i 
stood only in a metaphorical sense as far as the Brahman is con- 
cerned, without i in any way affecting its unlimited character. 


The last adhikarana of this pada ( sūtras 38-41 ) decides that a 

the fruit of actions is given by the Highest Self ; and that mere 
karman, whether through adrsta (the unseen) or without it, is ineo 
capable of producing it, if it is not aided by Him. It is PE 
noted that here Badarayana and Jaimini are mentioned a5 the pan a 
advocates of lsvara and karman respectively. 


[questa eee 


SERENE 





ADHYAYA MI, PADA 3: 


The first and second padas, though belonging to’ ie Sadha- ; Je 
- nādhyāya or the chapter dealing with the means of attaining = 

l Moksa, really dealt with the nature and attributes of the Brah- a 
-man and the nature of transmigration. It is with the third pada Le ee 
| that the consideration of the meditations or cognitions leading ¢ to > i at 
the attainment of the Brahman really begins. — | | pee 





: We know, that in the different Upanisads, belonging to ae ce T 
different Vedas or belonging to the different Sākhās of the same parte | 
Veda, meditations or cognitions (vidya ) of the” Brahman penon E a 
r described, sometimes under the same name, but with some- dif- and 
a ferences of detail. _ Thus, for instance, the so-called ‘Sandilya-- aga 7 
- vidya, which is met with in Chan. TE 14,isfoundagaininan | 
: abridged form in Brhad. Vv. 6 and again in Šatapatha Brāhmaņąa z 









= = 6.3, All these three passages enjoin a meditation ont EG 


ps specified i in all the three- texts ¢ as for instance, manom; 
oe bhārūpatva, &. ) while others are e peculiar to each: Sepe at 















ahman- as possessing. certain. attributes, some of whicl 








ot oe Ce ee “THE VEDANTA 


ae (BD e, pranagariratva and satya-sarhkalpatva, for instance, being S 
e mentioned i in the Chānd. and Šatapatha Brah., but not in the _ 
= < -Brhad., which, on its part, specifi es sarvavasitva, not referred. wo. 


ae „in the two other texts. | Now the question is. whether all these 


: meditations are one and the same or whether ; they are different. 

| In the case of ritual or of the sacr ificeg, the different descriptions 

; ofa sacrifice bearing one name, found in different passages, do 
ae “not present any such difficulty ; ; for acts may be performed in 
7 „different fashions, according to circumstances ; since they are all 
w sādhya ( to be accomplished ) and each one may follow the 
7“ “practice taught in his own Sakha to the exclusion of the rest. | 
But with cognitions, the case is quite different. The object of 
he ` these cognitions i is the Brahman, which is one, eternal, and un- 
: changeable i in character ; it is something siddha ( accomplished ) 
al opposed to karman which is sidhya; and so the cognitions 
also must be one ‘without difference. If, however, there are 











a ‘faithful to its object ; while the rest should be false, it being im- a 


- than one way. Itis this question then with which this entire 















ion would suffice. 








Fhe question is answered i ina aci. way, in ike: ‘Beat adhi 


ae oe Brahman, taught by all the Vedānta-texts, are identical on 
= “account of the non-difference of Anjenotions &0.; to wit, -because i 








‘he sh sould know” 






m ie case sok ai devont meditation a i the e Bri = 24 one 
fy Ses ‘several Saka: mention ch. 88 





x different cognitions, only one of them can be true, because itis oe 
-possible that one and the same object can be cognised in more i E 
mee deals : ta whether the a of the oo which : ey 
I bat Th rexparkajioe to: us, is, ona. very “fuporbent | a E 
practical follower of the Vedanta doctrine ; in-as-much: asp ae 


eco gnitions are separate, he will have to practise. sO. many ete 
: ferent meditations, whereas if they are all one, only. one. medi- cata! 





rane ( sūtras 1-4) thus : The cognitions or meditations of the 


etë: te i 
And ee 





a the Vedas’, not accepting A usual meaning * ‘ Upanişads? ando - 





| ANALYSIS” Pe ee o o 


undergo a combination (apacastibiien since there i is no difference = 

of essential matter. - Thus, in the instance given above, the 

Sandilya-vidya i in the three passages is one and the same. and the 1 

variant details have to be all combined, though they differ in the — 
different passages. Or, to take another instance, the Vaisvanara- ae 
vidya, or the meditation on the Brahman under the aspect of 
Vaisvanara, found in Chand. V. 12-2 and Satapatha. Brahmana 

10- ~6-1-11, is identical, because we meet with one and the same 
injunction ( viz. arga, ‘he should meditate on Vaisvanara’); = 

the form (rūpa) of the meditations is also the same, for the form of 

& cognition solely depends on its object ; and the object i is in both £ 
y cases the same, viz. Vaisvanara; and both these vidyas are deso 
 clared to have the same result, viz. attaining the Brahman. — AU o | 
these reasons establish the identity of the vidyads even in different 
i Sakhas, which in its turn involves the combination of the ‘ gunas’ ce 
or details mentioned in the different passages.» This conclusion i is ae te | 
| confirmed by the Scriptures also in somany words: e. g. Katha I 2 
_ 15~ that word which all the Vedas record ° or Aitereya Aranyaka abs | 

ML 2. 3. 12, ‘ Him only the Bahvreas consider in the great hymn, an | 
the Adhvaryus in ae ATi] fires, the Chandopns i in the Mahā- ee 
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vrata ceremony.’ 0000 ere 
All the E tere agree: ina a general way in. holding ‘that ee 4 
such is the subiect matter of this pada. Vallabha more particu- gaea 
larly connects the question with different forms of the Bhagavat, eee 
i e. His incarnations ( avataras ), and asks whether the particu- ol eae 
~ lats connected with the incarnation of the fish, for instance; are ee) 
- to be combined with those of the Dwarf-incarnation and soon; | 
and decides that the different forms may be combined according E 





to the ‘Avatara, which a devotee worships in particular. Madhva oe i 
ey also i is of accord with the rest, but he translates athe wordt ves oo 7] 
Ee dānta’ in the first sūtra as ‘ veda-vinirnaya ” or ‘ the decision’ oo 














D insisting o on the point that the sarhhitās | also a are as important for = o i 
his doctrine « as the Upanisads. he eee oe ae I 
; But taking our stand ves particularly o on a the doctrin 








o a ET, tke a limp. of ‘salt -( saindhavaghana P 


ne Hence there appears to be no reason for even raising the question 


ol So whether the cognitions of the Brahman are separate cognitions or 


: constitute only one- cognition, not the- least shadow of plu: 


a rality being possible ` in connection with the Brahman. Much 


-more out of place is the question of the combination of details, 
_ since no ides of details is possible in Samkara’s Brahman. Sarh- 


> . kara himself is aware of this difficulty, and hastens, at the very 
: ‘commencement of the pada, to explain that no objection can be 


~~ raised against a discussion of the question proposed, since it refers — 
oh only to the qualified Brahman. For, says he, devout meditations 


see on the qualified Brahman may, like acts, be either identical or 


| different - and may have various results, @& gs, release by 
T steps (kramamukti) é&e. | : 


| SNo such diffioulty. eee can ari se for’ the other cemmen- 
a: : for, according to Rāmānuja and Nimbārka, the 


= Brahman is possessed of an infinite number of auspicious at- 


i tributes ; and according to Vallabha, the Br ahman, owing to its E 


marvellous ; and mysterious power By. can POSSESS any forms what- a 
-< Boever, even mutually opposed. Now coming to the Sitrakara’ s 
S point of yiew, we cannot easily explain why he should take pains 


o : „and devote one entire pada to the treatment of something connect- a 


o eġwith the saguna Br amim which ig not after all to him the l 


Mabe verity. 





BE O86 far we aes discussed. ‘the: vidyas which have for their | 
} : oe the Brahman under one aspect or another or possessing these 
i ae other qualities ; but there are other cognitions | or meditations o 





ERE  vidyāsi in Chand. 1. 1. 3 and i in Brhad. I. 3. Now the question is 





one _ whether these two form but one vidya or two. separate. vidyās. G 
oh e reply i is given by the third adhikaraņa ( sūtras 6-8 ) to the ee 


ch refer to the constituents of a: sacrifice; e. g., the Udgitha- - 


Re effect that though both these passages glorify the chief vital air, : oe 


a Pa they cannot be one vidyā, owing to the difference of the subject- ms 

ees 8 “matter; because the subject of the Chāndogya vidya. is not the © os 
© — whole udgitha but only the sacred syllable om ; while the Brhadā- 

o | - raņyaka Upanisad represents the whole o ndgiiha, as the biotok o ooa 

ie meditation oo | 3 














| ANALYSIS. a es er 
Another question whieh: naturally arises ea the na settled 
in adhikarana 2 is whether i in all the meditations on the Brahman, k 
all its qualities areto be included or only. these mentioned in each E 
special vidyā. The reply is given in adhikarana 6 (sūtras 11-13). n 
The essential and unalterable attributes of the Brahman, such — 
as bliss ( ananda ) and knowledge ( jfiana ), are to be taken into i 
account everywhere; while those which admit of a greater or less re ae oe. 
e. g., the attribute of having joy for its head, i in Taittiriya Fie ee 


2.5) are to be confined to special meditations ; or ‘rather, as 
Ramanuja would have i it, such attributes are not to be viewed | as 


degree( e 


- qualities of the Brahman, and therefore not to be included in 


every meditation ; for, if they were admitted as qualities, difference 


would be introduced into the nature of the Brahman. 


What we have said so far is quite sufficient to give a general ER 
idea of the subject-matter of this pada. As the majority of the — a 
adhikaranas treat of nothing but special cases s to which the deci- oe ey 
sions given above are to be applied, and as they are of no import- To ee 


ance for the question before us, it is not necessary to review their | 


contents in detail, as we have done with the preceding padas. T 
We shall content ourselves with noticing only those adhikaraņas | ae 


which are of interest directly for our purpose. 


Sitras 27-31 deserve notice, ‘because Sarhkara finds in. thems a 


reference tothe twofold distinction of the Brahman and its ‘know- 
| ledge. Sūtra 27 says that the fresing himself from the good ando 


evil deeds, affirmed of the sage possessed of knowledge, (for inst ee heed 


~ ance in Chand 8. 13. 1, Kausitaki 1.3. 4 ete. ) takes place not on 


the road to the world of the Brahman, but just at the moment of 
‘the soul’s ‘depan 






3 reached by him 
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ture from the body ; for there exists. nothing to be | ee 
| on the way through his good and evil works. ve 
ER And moreover, : konit this aidetik, ) ) ‘there ` is no o Settee te cee 


ASAOS 
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ed by each 1 in hie c own way. 'Aboording. to Ramanuia, the iira : 


T means: af the several words of the passages must be construed) as it 


: is desired, L e. SO as not to contradict both (viz. the declaration of ba 
-the Scripture andthe reason of the thing 7. According to Nimbārka, 


it means: ‘(a friend or a foe receives the merit or demerit of 


ae the knowing sage ) of his own free will (i. è. a friend, because he 


thinks. sympathetically of the vidvat, receives his merit; while 
-a foe, because he thinks ill of him, receives his demerit). Thus 
E both ( the giving up (hāna) and the receiving (upāyana) of the 





| ante and demerit) : are without any contradiction.’ 





ult is with sūtra 29 that the interpretations differ er ; y. 


R The sūtra TAT STIET STAT RAW: may be literally translated | 
thus : “the going ( on the path ef gods ) has a purpose in a two- 

ae Me n fold manner, for otherwise there would be a contradiction. ” 

| ae According to Sathkara it means that the giving has a sense in 

~ certain cases, i. e. With him who knows only the saguna Brah- 





oman: while in other cases, it has: no sense, ie. with him who > a 
knows the nirguna Brahman ; for, otherwise, Le if men, in akooo 
pple cases—whether knowing the saguna Brahman or the ninguna oe 
_ Brahman,—proceeded on that path, agoing will have to be under- es 
stood, even where it is not mentioned, e.g. in Mund. IIL 1. 3. Sutra ee 
tea BQ. further adds that this twofold distinction ( i. e. that the going Se 
‘has a sense in some cases, and in others, not ) is justified, for we —— — 
“observe the purpose of going (e. g. in sagunopasana, but not in = 
n samyag-daréana or the highest knowledge ); as for instance in > = 





i ordinary life, the actual motion is necessary lor attaining ‘to f i 
ee Tiago, but not à in senting to good health. | 


Fos an ohjestion ‘against he danon Dado in- ttre, m, means : 








‘The soul’s going on the path of the gods has a sense only on 


a the twofold hypothesis- (ie. if the soul's freeing himself from | 


a, his works takes place in both ways ( ubhayatha), i. e. 





a. tt the moment of death and partly on the road; ) for aee (it os 


a o this freeing himself from works takes place entirely. at pe oo eN 
moment of death, the subtle body also would be destroyed andthe R i 
i ` soul's going in the absence of a subtle body Jis impossible ’. ” Thus ee 
the hypothesis in sūtra Lae cann je kan oe 
e okt. hci, oa say ing: t Ae the. aura lele dakie cT i. th w 














be maintained. Sūtra 3 BEY a 














nature )’; and that this subtle body can persist, even when the 


works whicn originate it have passed away, owing to the power 


of knowled. 2. 


“Nimbér':a explains ua. 29 to mean abate. tie going on n the. = 


path of gods hasa sense only when both the evil and good works 


are shaken off ( ubhayathā ) and not only the evil. works; for if 


the good works still persist, the going and the absence of- return 


 (anāvrtti) would be contradicted. For, the soul will have to re r, 
turn after the enjoyment of the fruits of the good works. The! 


-Kaustubha strictly follows Nimbarka, | but the Prabha follows 


Ramanuja. And sūtra 30 adds that this going is possible even co 
| when both the evil and good. works are alike shaken off, with: ; i ad 


out leaving behind the good works. 


_ ‘Thus we see how the word ‘ ubhayatha in ‘stirs 29 is , capable : oo] 
of being explained. All the three interpretations are alike | 
natural and in conformity with the wording of the siitras. AML os oe 
the same, one caxnot help remarking that Sarhkara’s way of oe 


understanding it is forced; for how can ‘ having a double sense’ 


mean. ‘having a sense in some cases and not having a sense in oe 
7 others’, . Besides nothing - in the sttras has a semblance of ae 
n suggesting the distinction between saguna and nirguna B Brahman - ey 

but we shall have to return to this point later on in the fourth Mo 

a ađhyāya. Sathkara himself remarks at the end of bis s tomimentliy n 
o ‘ on sūtra 30, a eat Pant agate | 
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$a 


; af the moment of f death a)i is 5 possibla, since we “observe (in oe 

= the ‘Seriptures ) matters of this nature ( i ea there can à  ž 
be a connection with the subtle body even after the soul has 
divested itself of all his works and become manifest in its true 


tra 31 als presents 6 a PE difference of * interpratation: 3 
ing to Sarikara it means a tbat this going ¢ on the pp of bia Ere teal 


e scam = 











A. mo i THE VEDANTA, 


i Šaitkars and sho ee «in 4 explains it just like Tamina En 


- l Here also we have to make the same remark as above, i.e. that 
ee h wording of the sūtra offers no ground for the distinction Oo 
ae sauna and ninguna Brahman whioh Šarnkara sees in it. = 


` Vallabha, according to whom these sūtras ( 97-31 \ safe to the 
on ait bhakta and the jfidnin, establishing the superiority of the former, | 
ee explains sūtra 29 thus: Sometimes devotion alone is said to lead 
to Moksa, sometimes devotion accompanied by knowledge, some- 
times knowledge only, and sometimes moksa is said to be attained 


oe even without devotion or knowledge ; thus there is a contradic- n 


n tion No, replies the sūtra; the knowledge (gati) produces its 
< frait or has its utility in both the ways ( ubhayathā ), ie it is- 
en useful i in the Maryada-marga, but not so, in the Pusti-marga. 



















word ‘ubhayatha ’ , analogous to that of Sarhkars, is alike open to | 
bree the same objection. oo. 5 | | | 





a wilk: As regards his othian of the rest of the have nothin eo 
is n teworthy for our purpose. - OES Rae | te 








pe ferred to a 
ahs it means :-—' having true wishes and other qualities 

v e combined there and here, on account of the abode and 
6 =a, wording which no doubt points to the unity ‘of vidyas. 


: | free from sin.........whose desires are true..... > and Brhad. IY. a2 | 
ae “hei is that grk won Self... „the ether. within the heart ete” 
-And the'stitra asserts that both these constitute one vidya, since — 
as T there i is no difference of character ; both the texts refer ring to the ; | 


Brahman as having the same abode, i.e. the heart, as being a 








eee Thus Vallabha refers to his usual distinction between the path of —__ 
discipline and the path of grace and his way of explaining the 


ss “Madhya interprets this iia sd to mean that Moksa ( gati ) i Do 
n is ‘desired as the goal, because a Mukta can remain either. way 28 
a ( ubhayatha ), i. e. he may either do works or not, according to his ee 


i L The distinction of saguņa end : nirguna a Brahman is. again - Te- a 4 
by Sarkara, i in his commentary on sūtra 39. Literally 





passages m  inetion. are Chand. VII. He “that is the Self i 


oe bridge: and so on. ‘Saņmkara explains the sūtra thus ab first, but 7 p 
at the end adds that, inspite of these common points, a difference nels boas een 





~ has to be made between the two; for the Chandogya vidya has fo 








ae , ae Seur 1 the bano Brahman, while | in. ‘the — jasaneyaka, — 








- ANALYSIS: ae es 


“he hihet. a dae of all qualities, “forms de® = 
= abject of instruction, the chapter winding up with the “passage : 


IV.5.15: ‘The Self is to be described by ‘No, no’’. -< Now not 


only is there: nothing i in the sūtra which warrants this ; but this | oe. 
is directly against the wording of the sūtra. Rāmānuja ando 
Nimbārka, however, are e content with giving the straightforward 


explanation. 


The last nine ‘shtras of the pāda ( 58-66 ) lay down some gene- : 
ral principles regarding the combining of meditations and hence = 
we notice them briefly, though they have nothing to do with the alee 
question before us. Sfitra 58 teaches that those meditations which : * 
refer to the same subject but are distinguished by different međi- 
tations, for instance the Dahara-vidy4, Sandilya-vidyé etc., ought 
tobe regarded as separate. Siitra59 says that those meditations onthe ea 
Brahman for which the texts assign one and, the same fruit are D 
optional, there being no reason for their being cumulated. Sütra an 
60, on the other hand, decides that those meditations which refer to = — 
special wishes may be cumulated or optionally employed accord- 
ing to choice. Sütras 61-66, forming the last adhikarana of the ee Ahad 
. pada, extends this conclusion to the meditations, connected with Á 


, constituent elements of action, such as the Uägitha eto. 


 ADHYAYA TI, PADA 4, 


is The fourth and last pāda of the third ao deals. w ith mis- | = a 

ai cillasncris questions regarding Brahma-vidya and its” auxiliaries, Boner: 

Re for instance the following : that the knowledge of the Brahman. is F 3 a 

: -not subordinate to action, but independent; that hence for the pra- oa 

a -vrajins, only vidya i is prescribed, though the actions, enjoined by ace 

ee the Scriptures such as sacrifices, conduct of certain kinds eto. are oon 

-© conducive to the rise of vidya in the mind; that the duties proper 

for the different stages of life (Aérama-karmani) are obligatory on aes 

< i him also who does not strive after mukti; that bālya ‘the child- ee 
oe like innocent state of mind,’ panditya ‘ learning’? and mauna ‘ the: 

Tees panne ofa a muni y ’, whose characteristic mark i is babel | 
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Ta | iisa finds i in then a retarehos, though very remote, to the dis 
pii Anetta of the saguna à and airguya vidyae. | ; 


- Siitras 51 and 52: ran “thus: emenn par anda kgj 
aroa TI a The question is- regarding the- origination 
ore Ok vidya or knowledge, whose means or sidhanas have been so 

Ma far discussed in this pada. According to Sarhkara sūtra 51 

eS ‘means: ‘vidya~janmaa, the origination of knowledge takes place even 

cree fi this world, but only when there is no obstacle in the way; 
oe € otherwise in the case of such an obstacle existing, the knowledge a 

7 may originate in any of the subsequent births ) ’. Sūtra 52 
means: (But) there is no such rule regarding the fruit of the vidya, 
ate Le. mukti, since its nature is fixed and uniform.’ What Sathkara 
means is that though there may be a difference as regards the 
ere a vidya, sometimes originating in this very life and sometimes not, 3 







se : ing but the self. Sarnkara further adds that it is only with re- 
gard to saguna vidyās, which refer to more or less attributes of 


K still there is no such variation regarding mukti, which is noth- ko 


o tho Brahman, that their fruits may differ accordingly. Now this _ eee 







-interpretation is open to two objections ; firstly, ‘aniyamah’, mean- 


_ Eng ‘ absence of a definite rule’, should apply alike to both the  — 
a 4 vidyā-janman and the mukti-phala. Samkara takes the origination oe ee 


oS of the vidya, sometimes taking place here and sometimes not, aS ee os 
a involving a niyama ( which is. quite contrary to nature ) ando ae 















y, the word ‘ evam ” implies a similarity of circumstances 

e two cases ; if there had been intended an opposition, we 
1 expect ‘ tu’ (but), which Sarhkara is obliged to add in- 
of its not being present in the sūtra. And further, his re- 
TEER E nee to the, saguņa-vidyā | has nothing to warrant it i in e 
o  sūtras, Do ao | £ 











-e aS _Rémanuja takes “  aihikam? “as the subject aiid eontra it as 
a e i PNYST AOU . Thus, those vidyas which have some worldly | 
ees biects < as stots goat may originate immediately or may not, accord- 
aes ing as there are obstacles or not. In the same way, adds sūtra 52, _ 
f there i is absence ofa definite | rule regarding those vidyas which 












Bak says that no such niyama is possible with regard to mukti. Se- mp 





ee i have mukti as their fruit; be, they also originate after a long a 
aa oer short time,  Ramānuja' s way of f explaining ' aihikam ° is s not ae, 





ANALYSIS i at 3 TEn 143 5 


. a es for the Aiea should have mentioned aihike-phala | | 


‘corresponding to mukti-phala. ott a 


 Nimbārka, explaining sūtra SL. just like Sarkara, explains pa 
sūtra 52 to mean ‘in the same way, the fruit of vidya, i.e. mukti, ee 


originates immediately after the fall of this body or after the fall 


of many more bodies; thus it is also equally without any fixed - i 


rule ( niyama )’. To me, this appears to be the most natural and 


-straightforward way of construing the sūtra, not open to any of i 


the objections suggested above. Tt is very natural that the Sūtra- 


kāra, after having discussed at length the nature of the vidyās 
and their auxiliaries, should wind up the adhyāya with a brief 


reference to the question as regards the origination of vidya x Š 
in general and that of its fruit or mukti. In any case, the refer- 2 


| ence to the saguna aad nirguna vidya is without any ground. 


We are further confirmed inthis by the fact—and it is no doubt eo 
least expected—that Madhva an these two sūtras exactly i in A 


g the same way as Nimbārka. 


 ADHYAYA 1v, PADA 1. 


Ara as iie name ‘ phalādhyāya ° indicates, deals with i OS, 
the fruit or the nature of the moksa. The.first pada, however, dew ooo 
votes a few of its adhikaranas to the consideration of the sidha- ene 
_ Has or the meditations etc., leading to the moksa. Adhikarana te 

 ( sūtras 1-2 ), according to all, teaches that the meditation on the A 
| Atman, enjoined by the Scriptures, is to be. repeated again and 4 


again until the realisation of the fruit- takes place. 


- Vallabha first gives this explanation, and then, remarking th oo] 
oe it refers i to oA whereas it should refer to phala, proposes 
ie another : Mi 





2 fruit of the path of action (karma-marga ) as 





opposed to A 
{ avrtti ) is repeated indefinitely, ( avrtti jaye. ‘tha path of acti 


ean only help the path of knowledge and devotion, but meaa b y ; y Jee 





itself bring about freedom from births and deaths. This expla: 


a tion is no doubt not a p and, l, besides, # the word * s avt” os 





ot he ii sopone twin- 
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seen SN 
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ana-marga - and bhakii-marga, 1.8. transmigration Ee 


reggie SSSI 


RRA RSET 




















ak vp 


pene ty Ta the Brahinan e a Algpordtng to Rāmānuja, 
EN however, it means that the Brahman to be meditated on ( upasya hee 
oe ( of which the cit and acit form the body), would be viewed as the 
cr > soul of the jiva ( the meditating one, upāsaka ), just as this latter, ae 
a being the soul of his body, thinks that he is a god or aman. (It 
-is only in this sense that the Brahman is jiva. )Nimbarka explains 
-the same by saying that the Brahman is to be viewed in medi- 
© tation as the ātman of the jiva, ( which is a part of the Brahman 
| z ee and which i is individually different from it ), just as, for instance, 
a tree is the soul of the leaf or the sun isthe soul of his ray. 
oe | Madhva s sees Jn this sūtra a meditation on Visnu as the Lordof 








o - bes the fruit of the path of knowledge ( while the last adhikaraņa 


~ who follow the path of knowledge look up to the Lord as o 
Gee self. and thus become one with him ( s1=wit, maafa safa ). 


T all or as the self of all. Vallabha remarks that this sūtra deseris =o 00 


che : referred to the path of action ) and explains it to mean that those ares 


- : also - proposes another interpretation saying that even. the pee ed a 


of the path of action enter into the Lord, because he is the self of oe 














ee o! acim! than ' entering into ° or tang m with. 


as | the Brahman, but that the Brahman abides in the symbol 
ave a anè: sri fea ae at TAT ), Vallabha, who reads 





oo -karapa 4 ( sutra 5 ) further adds that in such pratikopāsanās, the 


bse all and so favours all. Here it is to be noted that the word ‘ ‘ upa- - i 
gamana * more usually means ‘ ‘ attending upon, ° adoring: ` con- er N 


- Adhikarana 3 ( sutr a 4 ji says “that: in the ‘pratikopsends, ¢ or : F 

itations on the Brahman under a symbol, the symbol is not to . etree 
mn idered a as constituting the devotee’s own self. This- Eg Wee 
& to Sarhkera and Ramanuja, Madhya, however, explains | : . i 
i ferently : one is not in the meditation to regard that symbol it- 


pratikena ’ as one word Pa of“ pratike na’, explains hato 
e moksa cannot result from the meditation on a symbol. Adhi- — 


a symboli is to be looked 7 upon as one with the Brahman, but not 

con ete. versa, Ramanuja and N imbarka, explaining the sūtra inthe 
game Way as. ‘Sarhkara, however, interpret it as containing an pene an 
seat oe 3 argument for the statement i in the preceding sūtra and thus take : aye aa 
ae sütras 4 and 5 as forming one adhikaraņa. Madhva takes this o oes 
~ sūtra as an independent adhikarana and makes it to mean that it is 
EE Visa and Vignu alone whol is to obe meditated i as the E io Brabanat y to 





| os stabsmints 2 Say one “particular kind | ‘of. upāsanās, viz the 
es abhyudaya-phalopisanis, , ‘meditations | intended. to bring sho He ae 
-gome n the form of- good fortune etc. ’, as Oppose dto à 
aes = : Karmabgoptsnite, meditations referring te to qotika of sa 


we = for which eonsquenity eee 





ANALYSIS a el oe : 
for the word Beaman which. denotes ‘ greatness ’ , is s applicable to 
Vallabha, taking the sūtra to form part of the pree 
ceding adhikarana, means by it that. the contemplation onthe 


- Brahman is produced in a devotee of the hightest qualification E 
without there me any Sruti text conferring. this privilege 


Visņu alone. 


on him. 


Adhikaraņa 5 ( cai 6 7 Says, ee to Sarhkara, ‘Rama- | 


nuja and N imbārka, that in meditations connected the with consti- 


tuent paris of the sacrifice ( ahgopdsanis ), the part which serves E 
as an object of meditation is to be looked upon as the divinity and 


not vice versa. Thus, for instance, in the meditation enjoined in 


q A ae anun ( Chand. I. 3.1), it is the udgitha which is- 


to be viewed as Aditya and not Aditya as the udgitha. | ‘Vallabha 


explains the sūtra to mean that in such meditations as the one. en- : | 
joined in ygd amigas sarg it isthe sakdra ( possessed of — 


form ) Brahman whose idea is to be transferred to Aditya and 


- meditation on whose constituent part, whatever it may be, brings BL i 
about the same fruit. He also remarks that the singular (‘ange’in 
thesitra implies that all the members of the sikara Brahman = 
really constitute a unity, being nothing but the Bhagavat-svaripa  — 
(the form of the Lord). Madhva Says thati in such passages as at: O | 
am ATTA (Rgveda X. 90. 13), the sun and other deities should me- ea 
ditate on the eye of Visnu ete. as being their abode endsupport. = 
‘The two last explanations are evidently not natural, though al e 


alike refer to what may be called ‘ ahgopasanas. ’ f 


_ Adhikaraņa 6 ( siitras 7-10) according to Śarokara asserts that l SEN 
“the devotee should have a sitting posture while carrying on his o o7 
meditations. Adhikarana 7( sūtra 11) adds that there is no wtih eae ceed 
“regarding time and place ; for the meditation may be- carried. eer | 
at any time, and in any place, favourbale to concentration of or, 

mind, e 8 : sūtra 12 ) further says that the ice = yl a 
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4 on THE VEDANTA 


Se “can belaid down, and the samyagdaréana-phalopasands, ‘meditations 
= with a view to have right knowledge or the realisation of the- 


H : Brahman, ’ which may be practised in any posture and only 


oe til the hour of. realisation.  Rāmānuja and Nimbārka and 
Madhva, interpreting the shirag much in the same way, however, 
: refer them all to the meditations leading to the realisation of the 
fas Brohmen which. are specially excluded by Sarhkara. Sarnkara 
reads i in sūtra 12 ‘a prāyaņāt ’, while Rāmānuja and Nimbarka 
cread“ prayāņāt’. In both cases, the meaning of the words, 

. o is nearly the same. Madhva, reading ‘ 4 prayanat ’, 
cae explains it as meaning ‘till the moksa or final beatitude 
a hoe takes” place > and not only uptil death ; but this. meaning 
oa of the word ‘ prayana’ is. without doubt unusual. Vallabha’s 
ga explanation i is quite phantastic and sectarian in character, refer- | 
_ ring to two kinds of devotees, having the Bhagavat manifested _ 
Be, externally or internally in the heart. He also takes the word — 

Ke a * prayana " to mean a! AE RAH,” : the highest reward 
codec ts belonging to heaven. ’ | oe a 


ke “quences of either his past or future evil deeds. Adhikarana 10 
eae sūtra 14 ) says that the same is the case with good deeds, which — 
: a i also lose their efficiency. Both good and evil deeds having thus 
o -ceased to affect the vidvat, the mukti or final beatitude takes 
| Mae | : place just after the fall of the present body.. Thisi is how Sarnkara 

atid N imbārka explain ‘ pate tu’ in the sūtra.  Rāmānuja, how- 
=- sever, connects it with. the remaining words ofthe sūtra more 
ook directly and explains that the cessation of the efficacy ofthe good. 





BO far, the sittras dealt with the meditations and things re- Sk a ody 
lating thereto as means of moksa, thus forming a sort of supple- 
Hos ment to the precediag adhyāya. Now commences a discussion Of 
i the phala or the nature of the fruit proper. Adhikarana 9( sūtra ae eae 
o 43"): says that when the devotee has, by means of these medita- A 
oy tions, attained t to the knowledge of the Brahman, he ( the vidvat, oe ae 
the possesser of knowledge, ) is no longer affected by the conse- ~ —  ž 


oe ; ‘deeds: takes place not immediately, like that of the evil deeds, but | : 


5 -only on the death of the vidvat,-an explanation which is distinctly — 


aa pA -more natural, from the point of view of the wording of the sūtras , : D 
cee and of the antithesis between the words pate and tadadhigame. — 
l “Ee Madhya explains the sitra, to mean n that j Jari e as s the evil deed: of Ka 








ANALYSIS es Se AR 
the devotes of Viena perish, s 80. are the pee deeds of the ene 


of Visnu perish, when he is about to. fall intu ta mas or the abyss of as 


itarasya ’ refers to both the brahma-dvesin | as Aa 
opposed to the brahma-bhakta and to good deeds as opposed to 


darkness. Thus, ‘ 


eyi deeds. The explanation is fantastic. 


-there is no such word as ‘ mukti ’ 
give the same idea as contained later on in sūtra 19. 


 Adhikaraņa 11 ( sūtra 15 ) adds that the i eerie of works as 


good or evil, spoken of so far, refers only to the ‘ anārabdhakārya 


works, i. e. those which have not yet beg gun to produce. their 


effects; while it does not. apply to the 


which, in fact, the present existence of the devotee depends. 


- Adhikarana 12 ( sūtra 16-17 ) says thet those good | works which | : ee. 
are enjoined permanently ( nitya as opposed to. kimya and nai- e ee ao 
mittika ), such as the ‘ Agnihotza’ etc., form an exception to tha oo 


i ‘statement made i in sūtra 14, inasmuch as they, inspite of their 
being works, promote the origination of knowledge. | Adhikarana 
13 ( sūtra 18 ) says that the origination of knowledge is. promoted — 

not only by such sacrificial works as are accomplished by- the — 
knowledge of the upāsanās, referring to the ‘different constituent 


parts of those sacrifices, but also by those that have not this 
‘apeompanying knowledge. o 


- Adhikarana 14 ( sūtra. 19) a e saying that t the vidas: 
g becomes united with the Brahman, only. when the arabähakārya 


= works have been worked out fully by the fruition of their efforts: S ce) 


: According to Samkara, this working out of the srabähakārya 


works can be completed only in the present. existence; so. that, 





oe immediately after death, the vidvat becomes mukta, all ; 


: having been completely destroyed by knowledge. Ace ordin 
 -‘Ramanuja, however, the vidvat | may have to pass through sev 














oe ‘embodied existences before the arabdhakārya works will havo oe 





Vallabha explains | : 
‘ pate tu’ to mean that when there is ag ain a fall from the con- 


dition of being one with Bhacavat (e. g. as with Bharata, ete. }e 
owing to the attachment to worldly objects, there results only the — 
cessation of the efficacy of evil deeds, but not ‘that of good deeds. re 
He also criticises the iDEA prerano of Sarnkara by saying that 7 


in the sūtra and that it would : 


‘arabdhakarya ’ works, 
which have already begun and produced their effects, and on 


= a —— Se LLORES DEES = 


on = “nescience which would otherwise lead to future births and dea hs, 


n SEARA ENTES 
onenen IPO 
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hein effects coniplotely echaustad.”  Nimbārka’ s , Parijataseurabha A 


ois not explicit on this point; but the Kaustabha and the Prabha 
Sietinelty follow the Sribhasya. ee 


= ADHYAYA 1y, | PEDA 2, 


| ‘The a and the remaining two padas of the fourth n 
describe the condition and the path of the vidvat ( the possessor 
of the knowledge of the Brahman ) after death. It is to be noted, 
_ however, that Sarkara all through makes a distinction between the _ 
: superior vidvat and the inferior vidvat, i. e. between one who possess- 
es the knowledge of the higher | Brahman (para vidya and para 
Brahman ) and realises that he is one with it and one who knows — 


_ only the lower Brahman. ( aparā vidya and apara Brahman ) and — | 


for whom the distinction of the upasya andthe upasaka (the object | 
q meditated upon and the person who meditates ) is not completely i 


= extinguished. According to Ramanuja and the other commenta- : 


tors, however, no such distinction seems to be made, the vidvat 


being one and the same throughout the three pādas: We shall a hy 
gee in the course of a detailed examination whether the entree ae 


— justify such a distinction. 


-'The first six sutras, according to “Sarmkara: deserthe the: fate | eS 
, iter death, of the inferior vidvat and form three adhikaranas. P 
EA 3, and 4-6 ) affirming that the senses of the lower vidvat pre E 
i: merged i in the manas, the manas is merged in the vital air,the = 
- vital air, in the jiva and the jiva with all these ismergedinthe = 
: subtle elements. This merging of one into another does not take | 







ce materially ( svariipena ) but only functionally ( vrtyā ); 
7 at is to say, it is not the sense of speech that is absorbed in the 
r mind, the mind not being. the material cause ( prakrti ) of the 





` organ of speech, but it is only the function of the mind that i isso o 


: T absorbed in that of speech, since the former j is lost, while yet the 





-Tattar continues to be present. Thus, the verbal statement in 


- Obānd. Upa. VL 8. 6, ey SPT ETET TA UE ATG Vay &e., of. this ee, 


_ person passing away, the speech is merged in the mind’, has to 2 
be ‘understood metaphorically ; the word for the functioning sense ; Po 
beina snes i in the sense of- the function ‘itself.  Ramanuja and a 









a rka, however, according to whom these stitras forming four ae aes i 
nw hikarapas we ea) ae 4 tmt 5-6 ie refer t to the fate of the: vidvat wo oo o 
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general, bE inya or a means, not a mere Roolien 


absorption, not a complete material absorption, but a samyoga, & 


= conjunction. Madhva, as fantastic as usual, refers these stitras os 
to the moksa ( liberation ) and utkrānti (passage after death ) ae 
of the several divinities, such as Rudra, Agni, etc., taking the = 


words vak, manas, prana, etc. in the sūtras to denote the respective 


deities presiding over them. Vallabha interprets sutras 1-4 as 

referring to the Pusti-bhakta (the devotee who possesses the — 
special grace of the Lord.) who directly becomes one with the — 
Bhagavat, all his senses, pranas, etc. being absorbed in Bhagavat, oe 
who manifests Himself either externally or internally. in thes 


heart of the devotee in question. Sttra5, on the other hand 


refers to the Maryādā-bhakta ( the devotee who by the practice n 
of disciplinary acts seeks for Mukti ) whose senses etc. are all i ae 
merged in the elements and not directly in the Bhagavat. Sūtra o 
6 says that the disciplinary rules apply bothəto the possessor of oe iy 
knowledge ( jfidnin) and the possessor of devotion ( bhakta \ eee 
alike. The very sectarian character of this interpretation a 


sia he it of importance for our present investigation. 


| ‘The remaining sitras of this pada are somewhat importaist for Fay 
our purpose, because most of them have been interpreted different- : ae 
ly by the different commentators and because Sarkara: and oor 


K Vallabha see in them a reference to the two-fold. distinction as eo ye 4 





knowledge and devotion respectively. 


"According to Sarhkara, adhikarane 4 ( sūtra 7 ) says a 





ca departure from the body, so far described, is common tothe p posses B50 ú -o ad 
n of the lower knowledge ( apara vidya ) and to the ordinary person a 
: weitet _ knawledes Dea and that the distinction | l . ix : 





eS SE 


ee a 








or ee tae THE VEDANTA 


oe by the subt tle stamens’ forming what is s called the süksma-tarira 
= ( me suble body = E an | 


According to Ramanuia, tages i. whom ‘Nimbarke follows 
a all through the remaining part of this pada, ),the mechanism of the 
departure is common to both the vidvat and the a-vidvat. His 

o interpretation of the texts also is different from that of Sarhkara. 
-Tf it be objected that in Brhad. IV. 4. 7, aa €f se=ara IAI Xa ale 

y Aa vag Heal SAT aaga ag wag n “when all the desires that stick 
+ in his heart are abandoned, then the mortal becomes immortal, | 
. ‘then he attains the Brahman ’, the vidvat is described as cbtain- 


oe ing amttatva ( immortality ) all at once (i.e. without any depar- = 


ture ete.), we reply, ‘no’ ; for this immortality is only metaphori- 
: cal, not implying a complete extinction of the union of the soul 


a with the senses and the subtle body. Tt means only the non- — 


i operativeness of good and evil acts, described in the preceding 
“pada, while the reaching of the Brahman is only the intuition of 
ot the Brahman at the time of a devout meditation. 


: Siitras 8-11 form a separate adhikarana according to Samkara, a 
wer Even in the case of the inferior vidvat ( i. e. the possessor of the 
-lower knowledge ), the subtle elements which are described as 
being combined with the highest Deity (For nai Baar &e. 7 

| Chand. VI. 8.6) are not completely merged, but remain distinct a 
vto the time when the final emancipation is reached ( TTI m 
co aeg he These subtle elements ( the siksmadarira) are those _ 
$ that pass out of the body (the sthila-éarira ) of the dying ; 

7 person and take away with them the heat. Hence, the siiksma- n 
oia ra is not destroyed by the destruction of the gross body. | | 









oe According to Ramaauja and ‘Nimbarka, these sūtras ( 8-11 o 
oe fo: ma continuation of the preceding adhikarana. The immorta- 
; EH lity {: amrtatva ), spoken of aboye (in Brhad. IV. 4.7), does not 
: imply a complete destruction of the connection between the body 
and the soul, and therefore, of bondage ; for the Scriptures declare 
that the sarhsāra exists until the Brahman is reached. That the _ 
| subtie body continues to accompany the soul is another proof of Heo 
_ (It is to be noted in passing that sūtra 10 becomes, according to 
ao this interpretation, only a repetition of sūtra 7 and therefore super- 
: - fivous ). b To > this subtle oiy belonen ti the. warmth whieh- we per- > 
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ceive in some part of the gross body si the dying: person , (even | 
though he be a vids at). This warmth cannot belong to the gross. 


body itself ; for in that case we should find it in all parts of the 


gross body. Thus, we have another confirmation, of the meta- 


phor ical char acter of the immortality, spoken of above i in sūtra a 


Sūtra 12-14 form, according to Sarnkara, a separate sinikara 


( the sixth ), referring to the fate of the possessor of the higher 


knowledge ( para vidya ), in whose case no such departure of the 
subtle elements from the gross body takes place. Sūtra 12 states — 


a piirvapaksa and may be literally translated thus : ie If it be. 
said ( that the departure does not take place in the case of- the 


higher vidvat ) on account of its denial ( in Brhad. IV. 4. 6'3 a 


a JERA | AT VA Tr ), no, (is the reply; for the word | 


p ‘tasya’ in the passage means ) Sarirdt, ( from the individual soul | 


and not Sarirat, from the body ). Thus the pirvapaksin maintains _ 


that the subtle elements depart from the body even of the higher 
_vidvat. Sūtra 13 states the siddhanta: ‘for, (a denial of the 
departure of the subtle elements from the body is) distinctly — 


made in the texts of some schools, ( e. g. in Brhad. IIL 2. 11° qat 


geal Baa seein: wre AA AA Aa aaa: ‘when a man 


dies, do his vital airs pass outside or not?’ ‘No’ says Yajña- 


-yalkya’). And even in Brhad. IV. 4. 6, it must be understood that 
-this departure of the subtle elements: from the body is denied a A 
-the case of the higher vidvat as opposed to the lower vidvat, in 

: order to justify the antithesis implied in the two phrases in ihe 2 
3 same passage, sft J FITA: and A4 FAINA, | 


- According to Himänija and Nimbārka, who aad sütras te 


B as one sūtra, these sūtras ( 12-14 ) form 3 continuation of: the 
same adhikarana, referring to the vidvat in general. “If it be 
objected ( that no such departure is possible for a yidvat 2 owing : 


to its denial ( in Brhad. ‘Iv. 4.6), we reply, no, ( for the ‘ ‘tasya’ 


Si dag that passage means ) sārīrāt( from the soul } and ( not ‘ ‘Sarirat’ 

Ee | ‘from the body’ )and ( this allusion to Sarira is ) clear according 

to the Madhyandinas ( who read ‘ ‘tasmat’ instead ‘ofS tasya’ in- 

F thes same passage. y” “So that ultimately what- is denied is ; 
eee departure from the soul and not the. departure - from. the bor 
With regard to Brhad, III. 2. 
SEE a e vid i 







11, 


: , the expression 74 ggg: poen 
aval, b but a an n ordinary poreon. Thus > we see | 


SE A 


















oe (ee THE VEDANTA 


- parvapakse according 7  Śarhkara i is the siddhanta itself according i 
to Pone 7 | A 


Now to compare ae two ways of interpreting sitras 12-14, | 
ot must be remarked in the first place that we have nothing i in 
sūtra 12 which would justify usin thinking that a new topic is 
connected with it, much less that another kind of vidvat is the 
-subject of the sūtra. The form of the sūtra goes: against the — 
“dey pothoais of a new adhikarana having commenced. This would 
aan from the case ofa very large number of sūtras exactly 
-similar i in form (cf. L1. 13, I. 1. 25, I. 2. 8, IL 1. 17 and many 

amore; it must be confessed that this cannot be laid down as a 
rule). Secondly, the‘ hi’ in sūtra 13 would naturally support 
i what is affirmed beforehand in the preceding sūtra ; ( cf. IL 2. 11, 
{K 2, 20, IL 1. 34 etc. ); and thirdly, if sūtra 13 were a refuta- 
tion of sūtra 12, as Sarkara understands it, we should have ‘tu? 
















firmed before (cf. I. 3. 33, IL 1. 22, IL 1.33 ete. ), And fourthly 





= -mentioned before, i. e. the Mādhyandinas’` as opposed to the 
aes who read e 










46 ) Sarara, who refers these also to the higher vidvat. In the $ 

se of this latter, the subtle elements with the senses and the 
, airs, ‘instead of departing from the gross body | of the dying 
person (asis the case with the lower vidvat and the a-vidvat ), 

“are immediately merged i in the Brahman so as to be no longer 

distinct from it in any wayo (a-vibhaga ). “Rāmānuja and 
 Nimbārka explain them i in much the same way, but as referring y 
tothe vidvat in general, in whose case the elements, senses, ete., 
after | departure from the gross body, are finally merged in the oh 
- ‘Brahman. - Tt i is to. ‘be ‘noted here that Raménuja explains | tho 
word ' ‘arm? as’ ‘agga: ? or. qena Jagi 
-that the things connected cannot be spoken of. as being separate’ 











as is generally the ĉase with sūtras combatting something af- n 
the word ‘ ekesém’ should refer to some other group than the one. tit™S 


in the © passage in srusetion. But an K 


-Batras 15 and 16 form two adhikeranas (7 aad 8 ) adpording ae ae 





F: der, * a connection such 7 


o “toe absolute non-ceparation i the same 85 exists | between vale o 





~ es should be the natural topic in the present: adhyāya ( the ph 
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and manas etc., but not ilaya or complete absorption, as that of an DF 
effected substance int) its cause. Darko, on the other hand, 
explains ‘ avibhāga * as ‘ tadatmyapatti ioe being absolutely ee 
reduced to the condition of another thing ; and Kaustubha, if we 
_cantrust him to represent, correctly N imbarka, makes the mean- 
ing clear by saying that it is not ‘ sarhyoga ’ ’, a mere conjunction, — 


as exists in the case of vak and manas 

as when a river falls into the sea. 
than Rāmānuja’ s explanation, who confounds the ‘sarhyoga’ 
between vak and manas with the avibhaga between the elements 


; but a complete merging, 


> | and the Brahman ; or perhaps Ramanuja wants to emphasise the o 
individual distinction between the two, which never completely ie 

disappears. In any case, the word ‘avibhaga’ is not specially 

favourable to the doctrine of Satbkara, at least much less than a 


the word ‘ laya’ or ‘ sampatti ’. 


-Adhikarana 9 ( sūtra 17 ) says that the jiva of the ing man pi 
passes into the heart and thence departs out of the body, that ofthe = 
vidvat through the hundred and first vein called susumna which = | 
- passes through the head, while that of the a-vidvat, through some  ž | 

other vein. Sarkara refers this of course to the lower vidvat, while ‘ a Poe 
= Rāmānuja and Nimbārka to the vidvat in general. Adhikarana 10 ee 
( sūras] |8419) says that the departing soul passes up to the sun by o 
- means of a ray of light, which exists at night as well as by day. es 
Rāmānuja and Nimbārka, regarding sūtra 19 as a separate adhi- Paks 
- karaņa, explain it to mean that even death during night would =] 
as lead the vidvat to the Brahman ; for the connection. of the vidvat E 
-with karman lasts only upto the last body and so, there being noo 
E longer any cause of bondage, the vidvat can go to the Brahman a 


2 even when dying at night. The. last adhikaraņa of the pada 


| - (sūtra as 20-21) says that the vidvat may die duringdhe daksinayana nea 


Tthink this is more consistent | | 


age RES RTE 


FSIS SSID IE 


<p ieuancn aren aE IETS So 


per gaa RTE SRR ESET 


a 1 ESO 








and still he may teach the Brahman, the vidvat being of course A 


the lower vidvat according to Sarhkara, but the vidvat ; in generel, 
h aptipding to Ramanuja and Nimbārka. 


- Madhva interprets these sūütras (32-16) quite | in a a different | - ce 


í ea having nothing to do with ‘the fate of the vidvat, which 












al d we notice ‘the ; interpretation here, not bee 








oe a 7 it is of any importance for Sorpura; t but nimtiply z as a SAPS, of — 


ate Vadinin 20. 
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| the fantastic explanation of Whig the Siaki are Soak T ‘their 

very nature. He combines Siitras 7-14 so as to form one adhikara- 
‘na deating with the question whether Prakrti or Laksmi, like | 
‘other gods mentioned in the immediately preceding sūtras, is 
merged i in Visnu or not: and discusses, en passant, the relative 

natures of Visnu and Pak Franti or Laksmi ( Madhva 
reads ‘ samané ’ instead of ‘samana’ explaining ‘sama-nā’° as 
| ‘ one equal, sama, to Visnu, nā ) is not merged in Visnu, but al- 
ways remains separate from him ; for hers is the immortality not 
obtained by meditation ( anuposya=anupasya=svata eva ) but 
belonging to her as part of her true nature. That the two are 
ever distinct in their natures follows from the fact that being 
merged in Prakrti is termed sarhsira or bondage, while being | 
‘merged in Visnu is termed mukti or emancipation. And the 
‘Brahman i is superior to Prakrti, because it is more subtle and has 
‘greater knowledge? bliss, power etc. The Brahman and Prakrti 
are also similar, but without affecting or destroying their points 
of distinction. Thus, for instance, one point of difference is con- 
; stituted by the fact that the Brahman i is possessed of lustre, while 
‘Prakrti is not. This denial of similarity with the Brahman really 
refers to the individual soul and. not to Prakrti; and so it cannot 
‘be said that there is no similarity of nature at all between the- 
‘Brahman and Prakrti. And, moreover, this discussion about simi- 
larity and difference between the Brahman and Prakrti is clearly 
. enunciated i insome vedic passages; and the smrti alsosaysthe same, 3 
3 vin. when it says that Prakrti is both similar and dissimilar to 
the rahman. ‘Sttras 15 and 16 form two adhikaraņas | saying r 
that all deities, besides those mentioned above, are merged in the 
Pare matman through Virifici, the deity presiding over the vital 
air, and that ihese deities and other emancipated souls are neces- 
: sarily dependent on the Paramatman, the terms satyakamatva ’ 
: ete. ( Lit. having all one’s desires realised ) spoken of i in their case 
‘meaning nothing but that their desires have the same object aso 
those of the Paramātman. Thus, the term aa: (cf, above) i is to 
be" “interpreted — as sAiareimatiam: ‘ non-separateness: from the o 
desires of the Paramātman. * ’ The last five sitras (17-21) of the 


pada are only siitras dealing with the fate of the soul possessed 
w bores i the Sao of "the a adliverey 4 and are interpreted : 



















ma 


muchi in hic same way as s Sathkara, ee that thay» are e made tO 
refer to the vidvat in general, without implying. any distinetion ee a 


of a lower and higher vidvat. 


-Vallabha interprets siitras 7-16 as e the’ condition: of ' ce 

mukti attained by the Pusti-marga or the path of Grace ofthe Lord a 
( which is superior to the other, i.e. the Maryada-marga or the > 

path of knowledge and meditation ), In the Pusti-marga, the im- | 
mortality is attained without having gone through vows etc. — 

( aad = aape ). The mukti attained by the maryādā-mārga is 
-named sathsira, as contrasted with the mukti attained by the 
Pusti-marga ; because in the former the experience of the joy of 
adoring Purusottama, which can be had only in the latter, ie 
absent. The real nature of the Pusti-marga is really very subtle a 
and incomprehensible ; and the condition of mukti attained there- ee 
by is incapable of description, because all things are then obscur- Aa 

ed, whether it be the condition of separation ( virahi-daéa ) with oF 
its unbearable pangs or the condition of union ( priyasathgama- a 
_ dasa ) with its unsurpassed j joy. Those pangs(tisman) of separa- = 
_ tion from Purusottama can belong to such a bhakta only, because 

_ they are really of the nature of joy, in that they are sure to be = — 
followed by the joy of union with Him. The denial of all suffering See 
in the case of such a bhakta only refers to the sufferings due HOE 
oS - the body and the bondage of actions; but not to the pangs of = 
separation referred to above. The manifestation of the Bhagavat, roe 
a -who se essence i is love, the sentiment of separation from him ando o 
o the resulting pangs, then the intensity of love for Him and the see Hage ae 
HS Ne experience of the joy of reaching the full form of Purusottama, all Ro 
these, not elsewhere known, exist in Gokula, which is superior | 

even to. Vaikuntha. And the devotee following this path of grace, 
-when he once enters into this Gokula and becomès united with a 

E _ Purugottma, i is never again separated from Him. Too E, 
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‘Sitras | 17-21 are interpreted by Vallabha much | in ‘the’ same 













eo TERVEDĀNTA 


igt w Valatka. 86 a ‘twofold ‘distindtion of ninktis and ‘the x 
paths leading to them; very much anologous to that held as Sath- 
kara, i is Gstablished i in the system of Vallabha also. 


 ADHYAYA rv, PADA 3. 


pier having Joned in the second pāda the daur of the | 
‘seal with its subtle body from the gross body of the dying devotee, 7 
the Sitrakara, i in the third pada, proceeds to describe the path 
: along which the soul goes up to the Brahman and the nature of 


| the Brahman attained thereby.  Sūtras | de -3 , forming three 


: adhikaranas, try to reconcile the different accounts, given in the a 
: Upanisads ( e. g Chānd. V. 10. 1 and 2; Kausi. 13; Brhad. VI. 2 a 
-15 ete. ) as to the stations of this path and establish the path 
at Deva-yana or the path of gods, followed by the vi idvat, as oppos- S 


ed to the Pitr-yana or the path of the men, followed by the per- 


È formers of sacrifices, pte. i The stages are Agni, the day,the bright : 


half of the month, the. uttarayana, | ‘the year, | Vayu, Aditya pe 


7 Candramas, lightning, Varuna, Indra, Prajapati and the Br ahman. as 
Adhikarana 4 (` sūtras 4-6 ) teaches that these stations along the | 
: path of the vidvat mean, not the places or subdivisions of the path, ve 
< but the corresponding divine beings: that lead the soul on. Sar- 7 
| kara, of course, refers all these sūtras to the lower vidvat, who iso 
3 destined for the krama-mukti or emancipation. coming gradually 
(as opposed to the sadyo-mukti or emancipation, direct and im- _ 
mediate ); but Ramanuja, Nimbarka and Madhva refer them to. © 
| the vidvat i in general. Vallabha explains: the stitras much the | 
sat same way ; but refers them to the devotees of the Maryada- i 
 mārga only ( very much analogous to the lower vidvat of 
Sarkara ) One sūtra, however, agaia wee: CIV. 83:5 ) is a 
- ir terpreted by him differently : ‘This deva-yana path i is followed 
because the Lort himself causes an infatuation in his devotees 
-for the jñāna-mārga or the maryada-marga, who, therefore, feel a 
desire to follow it.”  Vallabha after this refutes the explanation OF 
: Sarkara, which is as. follows : ‘there are the guides on the way; | E 
; because the individual souls as well : as the non-intelligent stations : 
are” bewildered ( unconscious and s0 incapable of leading them y K 
For Rāmānuja and Nimbārka this sūtra does not exist at- a 
Vallabha has also one additional sūtra ananz a, “Indra and 
Frappe after Norape between h pütrag 3 and k a 























foes wld teen an M o ( the fifth ) eee to 
| Sarhkara and discuss the question as to. what kind of Brahman ew 
: itis to which the devotee ic i: e the lower vidvat ) is guided along ae : 
_ the path described so far. ‘Siitras 7-11 state the Siddhanta, the 
-view held by Badayi, that ( the soul is guided to the lower Brah- bs 
man, because the act of going is ) possible only in its case ( and E 
not in the case of the higher Brahman ) ( sūtra 7 ); and he- 
cause (the goal to be reached ) is specified (by the word men 
` brahmalokan ’ in Brhad. VI. 2. 15, and this can apply only to the ga a 
at a ower Brahman ) ( sūtra 8). This goal is, however, mentioned as 
‘Brahman’ (e. g. in Chand. IV. 15. 6, ) a word which can literally — es 
De signify the higher Brahman, owing to its proximity to it (sūtra gee y 
` (Ifit be objected how one can speak of anāvrtti, ‘ absence OF oa 
return ’ from this lower Brahman, the reply is that the possessors Pon i 
of the lower knowledge, ) after the destruction of the Brahma- A 
| loka along with Hiranyagarbha, | go to the higher Brahman, i 
ee from which there is no return ( sūtra 10). Sūtras 12-14 o 
~ state the view of J aimini, which is the purva-paksa, to the effet o 
that ( the soul is guided ) to the higher Brahman, for the word =e : 
_. * Brahman ’ in Chand. IV. 15. 6 can directly denote the higher a : 
nena, Brahman ( sūtra 12). Siitras 15-16 form the last. adhikarans oe ae 
(the sixth ) of the pada, and assert that according to Badarayana, i : 
even this lower Brahman can be reached by only those who donot 
a worship it under a symbolic form (pratika) And this twofold — es 
a distinction ( ubhayatha ) of some being led to the lower Brahman Se ee 
Bea and some not i is without fault (a-dosat ); for it depends on what ghey Get | 
one meditates upon ( sūtra 15 25 and the Scriptures declare aw : | 
To -difference of fruit between one ‘meditation | on a symbol and “oh Led 
ee another { sūtra 16 S ee e r 


eae - Ramānuja, on the olay hend, takes’ all ‘thes sūtra: (7 7-16 6) eek 
a 4 P as one adhikaraņa, the question being what worshippers are ded oe : 
to the Brahman by the path described so far. The views” Pe 
Oy B adari ( sūtras 7-11) and Jaimini ( sūtras 12-14) are two le 
pte pee aot the view of Badarayana ( sitras 15-16 } is the a 4 







ha inta nta. e Badari holds that 





‘the a lead to ; 
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a wa ERGEG r instead @ a ma agmi ma on a of the E 

-ness of Hiranyagarbha to the Brahman, i e on account of his — 

; being the first born from the Brahman ( sūtra 9 7; Ji aimini holds o 
that itis those worshippers who meditate on the higher aia eee 
$ only that are led to. ib.  Bādarāyaņa’s view, the siddhanta, i 
; however, that the guardians lead to the Brahman all t those a | 
do not worship the Brahman under a symbolic form (pr satika ), 
T e those who. worship the highest Brahman and those who' 

2 meditate on the individual self as dissociated from prakrti and | 

: having the Brahman for its self. For, both the views above 
{ ubhayathā ) are faulty ( dosāt ) The kārya-brahma view con- — 
-tradicts such passages as Chand, VIII. 3. 4, VIIL 12. 5 and the — 
: para-brahma view, such passages as that in the Pañoāgnividyā f 
i in Chānd. V. 10. 1. or ; 5 


When we compare these two Ynterpretabions, we must. confess 
e that Sarkara’ sway is open to the objection that it is rather un- 
is usual to have the siddhānta stated. first and the purvapaksa 
_ afterwards; and Sarnkara also shows himself conscious of this 
: and 80 gives himself great pains, while commenting on sūtra 14, 
to establish his point. At the same time it must be granted that 









his translation. of the sūtras is more natural as far as thelr 
W i rding goes ; while Rāmānuja’s translation is altogether far- — 
: fetched. ‘For in sūtra 7, after the word ‘Karyam’, Rāmā- — 
nuja | has- to understand the word ‘upasinan’, while — 
| according to Sarhkara the- sūtra can be construed well 
as it stands. So also ‘asya’ should naturally refer — 
to käryam, the word near it; but Ramanuia takes it to mean 

i. ram upasinasya °. Moreover, in the following sūtra (8), 
A at i is 5 specified ( visesita ) by the word brahma-lokin in the 

P assage, ` & person, not human, leads them to the worlds of the | 
a Bra man ( Brhad. VE 2 15 X , is the goal to be reached ( ganta- 
; vya = { for the word is ‘ gamayati ’ )—and not the object to be 
w meditated upon ( upasya yo Again, sūtra 10 contains a reply to- 
k the objection how one, going to the effected Brahman, can be said — 
r to retùrn never. We are, therefore, concerned here with something | 
to be gone to ( gantavya, ) and not with something to. be worsbip- 
ped (upasya ). Sūtra 13: supports thes same opinion, because ate: 
a me a passage ef Chand, THL, 12, 3 Sli in | which the ie highest abt: 






































‘is spoken. of as necting: hoa ‘reached | and aot: as | having been Aie 
| worshipped. If Ramanuja has been led to refer sutras | 18-14 "to. 63 
> ahe worshippers of the effected | or the higher Brahman, itit only 7 : ane 
because of sūtra 15, which speaks of those who practise medita- 
tions other than those of a symbolic form (pratika). But this is in 
no way a sufficient justification for the procedure he has followed. 


It is very probable that sūtras 7-14 form one adhikarana and 
that sūtras 15-16 form another adhikarana, as Sathkara has actu- 
ally understood them. The first adhikarana, in accordance with the ~ 
wording of the sūtras, must deal with the question regarding the 
: ‘gantavya, ’ the goal to be attained, or the kind of Brahman to 
which the soul is led along the path described above. Sofaronly 
we are one with Sarhkara. According to the Sūtrakāra, the view = 
of Badari, first stated, is the pirvapaksa, while that of J aimini | 
: which follows represents his siddhānta. The Sūtrakāra intends to" 2 
| — those according to whom only the lower Brahman canbe = | 
tiained by the path described above ; he asserts that nothing put an i 
a ite higher Brahman i is the goal, implying thus that to his mind 
l there existed no such distinction ¢ as that between the lower andthe 
higher Brahman. The objection, supposed to be ‘answered. by ae 
coco  Bādari in sūtra 10, has, I think, special reference to the sūtra oe 
a amg: AE, which the Sūtrakāra has in view in this place. That z 
T. -there existed, even before the time of Samkara, some one who held oe 
: this view ( viz. that J aimini’ s view, ‘being the siddhanta, followed | T 
= Bādari’s view, although it is the pūrva-paksa ) is clear from the | 4 | 
. -remarks which Sarhkara makes i in commenting on sūtra 14%; and o 
a from: the great pains which he ; gives himself to refute this way, n a 
a interpreting the sūtras P EERS 










| "After having tr eated of the question of the Brahman to. be nt: Oy 
tained to, the Sūtrakāra in sūtras 15-16, forming a new adhika- 
a rane, tells us which Part ticular worshippers are thus guided : 
the path to the Brahman, Thos, the pada in pense’ falls ix 


aiia . TAn cise 
k 
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i “ie divisions ; í sūtras 1+ 6 daling with the n ant along the | 

-` path,“ gati’; _stitras 7-14, dealing with the Brahman to be- 

Ly : reached, gantavya '; and sūtras 15-16 dealing with the worship- 
a -pern o = 


a Our conjecture that the above way of understanding the order 
T of topics in the present pada is the right one and the one intended 
a4 z by the Sūtrakāra i is confirmed by the commentary of Vallabha, who 
also. takes. sutras 7-14 as forming one adhikarana and referring 
_ to the question of the gantavya and stitras 15-16 as another 
adhikarana referring to the question about the gantr. He also | 
holds that Badari’ s view represents the pirva-paksa and Jaimini’s, — 
the siddhanta. The alternatives according to him are the world — 
Js of Brahman (m) and the higher Brahman. He argues very 
cogently that in the passage, Kaus. I. 3, a sonvinaté IJAE &e., 
the word ‘ brahmaloka ’ must mean the higher Brahman and not | 
aes merely ‘ the world of Brahman or ‘Hiranyagarbha ’ ; for ‘ praja~ 
ae - pati-loka’ is separately mentioned. just before it and means 
ee. nothing but ‘the world of Brahman (m.)’. He also tries to 
refute Sarhkara’s view about the higher Brahman being incapable 
; of attainment. Sūtra 15 mentions the kind of worshippers that 
ase l go to the higher Brahman. Only those who understand all things 
to be really nothing but the pure ‘Brahman and meditate thus on 
them are led to the Brahman ; while those who first regard things. 
as different from the pure Brahman and then meditate on them as 
Thee being identical with the Brahman, i e. those who who- are 
oo worshippers of a pratika ( pratikalambana ), are not. led. to. the 
ele Brahman ; ‘for this involves a twofold error (ubhayathā dosa 
(i) to mistake things which are ‘teally the pure Br: 











aoe te something else, and (ii) to meditate on things which | are not the : a 


| pure Brahman i in one’s opinion as ‘such, - ‘So far for the jianin, : 4 a 
; -the follower of the path of knowledge. | The bhaktas, the followers “ 


: : of the path of devotion, however, are taken to Purusottama direct 
as soon as he has a wish for it ( tatkratu Sūtra 16 says that — 
-thus there is a difference (vi sega ) between the followers of the 


-~ path of knowledge and the follower of the path of devotion, the 


i 7 former going to the Brahman and the latter to Purusottama, 


ae N imbarka translates sitras Y-14 just like Sarkara, toferier 
a them to a a Brahman whichi is to be fetched, but makes the following 
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T to) me > incomprehensible, o on n sitra 45, “whieh he. explains 7 
just like Rāmānuja : 2° att Rara war bicaeuig HAA, ”“this is” the 
siddhanga, and such is the opinion. of the venerable Bādarāyəņa”. 
: Srinivasa everywhere follows Ramanuja exactly ; ; it is Košava- 
kasmirin, however, who, explaining sūtras 7-14 after Śamkara, 
-remarks'on sūtra 14 to the effect that Jaimini’s view is the — 
siddhanta, and that those who hold that the saguna or: apara 
| Brahman alone can be reached and that no movement ‘is possible ; 
2 with reg rard to the nirguna or para Brahman are in the ‘wrong. 
: This only supports our conjucture above. Similarly, on sūtra 15 f 
he says: TET TT Tae a7, < he leads both kinds» of men to the 
3 higher Brahman ’ , in conformity with the above. After all this 


he remarks in the beginning of his commentary on sūtra 15 : 
eS aiaa aaa fofaare | ‘having thus indicated the two views, 


he gives the conclusion according to his own view, ’ which is 
A difficult to understand. S a cam a 


- Madhva regards all these. eee (re 18). as forming: one ot 


a adhikarana He interprets sūtras 7-14 just like Sathkara. But 
uf | regards the views of Badari and J aimini as being only two piirva- 
ae paksas, while the siddhanta i is represented by the view of Bādarā- 
OON ana to the effect that a devotee goes to the effected | Brahman or. 

= the. higher Brahman, according to his adhikara : g qualification ). 





‘By sata PAA: in sūtra 15 he means tg È AAZET: ( those who see the 
Brahman in their own body ) and these. only go to the e ( 
a Brahman; while others who see Visnu everywhere LG masaga) 


, go to the higher Brahman in Vaikuntha. 











hee! ae o ‘ane vepinna 


Highest Self Here alsó aa n hik twofold. distinction of 
the higher and the lower vidvat, devoting siitras 1-7 to the | 
3 former and the rest to the latter ; 3 whereas Ramanuia and 
Nimbarka see in them none but the vidvat i in general. - | 


- Adhikarana 1 ( siitras 1-3 ), according to Samkara, Ramanuia es | 


| and Nimbarka, says that the soul when released only returns to 


_ its own nature | and does not acquire any new chatacteristics. 


 Adhikarana 2 ( sūtra 4) discusses according to Sarkara the re- ; 
e lation between the released jiva and the Brahman and says that it 

igi ‘avibkaga ’ ”or absolute identity. According to Ramanuja and 
oe Nimbarka, however, the question is whether the released soul 
views: itself as separate from the Lord ( because we have passages: | 
which speak of the jiva as being in the company of the Lord, e. g. 
a Taitt. IE A, arsed ay FAA WE TST aqaar, or as non-separate from | 
the Lord, being his mode or body, e. g. in passages like arate, 


ae Chand. 8. 7, etc. ). The conclusion is that the jiva views itself as 


= non-separate from the Lord ( tat-prakarataya tadavibhaktam ). 


| Nimbarka remarks :— mmaa sia araa, ‘ the jiva experi- 
-ences himself as being i in the relation of non-separateness which is- 


i ‘not opposed to separateness, or as being both different and non- ee 


2 differant at the same time, from. the Lord, -( cof Kaustubha: (arr : S: 
a afesarnt aaia ). Here again it is to be remarked that the word ‘ avi- 
ie bhäg gena, ” 


: used by the Sitrakar: "a, to express the relation between is 
ee the Brahman and the released jiva, is, by its nature, susceptible — 


a of all these three explanations ; and that the sitrakara employs a aaa 

5 word negative in form like ( non-division ) instead of using a o 
-positive term like, ‘ identity '( tādātmya ) or the like ( cf. the uss 
ots ananyatva, ’ asimilar word, to express the relation between _ ee 
- cause and, effect i in sūtra ILI. 14 )- —a circumstance confirming the | : : a i 
aa conjecture that éhe Sütrakāra was either not prepared to specify oh epia 
the idea too strictly or that he thought of reconciling the two E 

-ideas of difference and non-diference, of separateness and identity, 4 


ae by y regerding, both of them as true at one and the same time. 


- Adhikarana 3 ( sitras 547 1 states three views regarding the 


cS patie of the released soul. Jaimini says t that it is possess sed of — 


a all sorts of abéributes like ‘ |  satya-sarhkelpatva’ (having all its 
-desires realised ) ete. Audulomi holds that it is nothing but in- 
- Halligene'p Pare. and simple | ‘Finally Badarāyaņa, whose view 
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| eprosbnis the didaharna H that w is both intelligence pure 


and simple and characterised by several attributes. Here again 
the manner of recone iling both, these conceptions is different with oo 
the different commentators. According to Sathkara, the released — 3 
soul is intelligence pure and simple from. the point of view of = 


reality ( paramārthatah ), but it possesses attributes only from 
the phenomenal point of view (vyavahārāpeksayā ). According 


to Rāmānuia and N imbārka, however, both these conceptions are 
equally real, i. e., the released jiva is as really intelligence pure 
and simple as possessed off satya-sarakalpatva etc., ’ just as, for 
instance, a mango-fruit has one flavour (ekarasa ) and at the same __ 
time has various flavours ( rasa-bheda } with reference to its dif- f 
ferent parts, the skin, the pulp etc. ; or just as the same mango : 
may be described as ‘ rasa-ghana eva ’,‘ only a mass of flavour,’ 
but is not at the same time prevented from having colour, touch oe 
ete., which are actually cognised by other means of knowledge. a 


In other words, Sarkara reconciles unity and plurality, by re- 


garding the former only as real and the latter as illusory; while 
es Ramanuja and Nimbarke do the sam e Yy regarding both | as real ae 
in their own spheres. 


So far, the higher knowledge Gate vidya) was the subject fia ce 
_ ter of the pada according to Sarkara; while the rest of the pada 
down to the end is concerned with the lower knowledge (aparā — 
| vidya). Adhikarana 4 ( sūtras 8-9 ) says that the vidvat effects «> 
all his desires by mere sathkalpa, i.e, will, Adhikarana 5 (sittras ee 
10-14 ) states three views on the question whether the released 
- goul is embodied ; or not. According to Badari, the released soul Too 
-is not embodied ; according to Jaimini, it is embodied ; es 
| according to Bādarāyaņa, whose view, of course, represents the i 
| siddhānta, it is embodied or not embodied according to its free a 
_ will; when embodied it enjoys pleasures as in the condition of = 
| C waking; when not embodied, it does 80 as in the condition $ ey 


ae: dream. 





a aon ofj joy through all 








whe “Adhikarana 6 ts sttras 15-16 a raises s the question how he ‘Sent eS | 
7 vaih is described as having more than one body, e g. in TURN č — | 
TaT qaa ama a ( Chānd. VIL 26. 2 ), it can have he oo | 
a ee ‘these simultaneously and decides n 
ae thatit can ai animate the several bodies a at the i same time, Just o oo 
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one and ie same lath: can chad its light Gack several. wicks. | 
“Now how. can such a question arise at all according to Samkara 
| who holds that the souli is all-pervading ‘ 9 According to Rämä- x 
nuja and Nimbārka, however, the question is most natural : _ how | 
can the jiva which i is atomic in size, as proved in II. 3. 19-22, carr 
be the soul animating several bodies: at the same time ? Yes, the | 
answer is, it can do so by virtue of its intelligence, just as. a. lamp 
coan illumine several places by virtue of its light ; and the same is _ 
the process when, for instance, the atomic jiva, in the sarhsara state, — : 
‘experiences pleasure and pain throughout its one body, the difference ae 
7 between. them. being only one of degree. Sūtra 16 says that the 

absence of specific cognition, declared as belonging to the iva in 
passages like Brhad. IV. 5.15 and IV. 3. 30 ete., should not be 
any objection to the released soul's cognising through several 
bodies; for, this absence of cognition refers only to. the condition 
of svapyaya, < deep sleep, ’ or of sampaitti, which means kaivalya 
or absolute release according to. Sarhkara, or’ death’ or ‘ departure 
from the ETOR body * ¢ uikranti ) According to Rämānuja and 
| N imhārka. ' 


veo The last adhikavana ( atrae 17-22 ) ; declares. that the released 
; soul participates: in all the. perfections and powers of the Lord, 
fs except. the power of creating and sustaining the world, the last 
F sūtra proclaiming that the released soul never returns to new 
form ms of embodied existence. | 


2 “Before: proceeding to the interpretation of this pada as given . i, 
by Madhva and Vallabha, we may ask ourselves the question, if 
| there i is any justification for the two-fold character of the 3 vidvat 
as conceived by Sarhkara, In the fourth adhyaya, taken as 
sted there are > only two groups. of siitras which according $ 7 


g z aes s . ý iacaa ineei “tec tem raman aaae 


ob I t is very y diffiĝalt t to j decide SR meaning of the word z ‘ sampatti’ isthe 
m3 “more correct one ; for it is one of those words which. are frequently used, 
oe but whose. meaning is never clearly defined. The root-meaning is ‘ being 
: = one with’ aud hence the word may mean ‘ entering into’ or ‘approaching’ | 
= = aecording. to the expl: anation of sūtra IV, A, os by. Sathkara and Rāmänuja, 
ARARE imaginative indentifi cation’ according to. their explanation of sūtra 
eas 31,—the other. two. places where the word occurs, Sathkara has 
the credit of being consistent with himself, inasmuch as sūtra IV. 4], 0 


| according 1 to him, refers to tho higher, knowledge, just as the word he ere : i 
zren to absolutes release, _ So 




















.Wehave already dealt with the first, pointing out the objections _ z 
-against Satmkara’s way of interpretation. As for the second, _ 


2 sutras which would lead us to reg gard them as detached from the 
rest and as referring to a different topic. But this in itself is 


released soul is both intelligence pure and simple and, at the os 
same time, possessed of a number of attributes. Now, if this 


K the various attributes ? And if it can possess them, what difference 
-is there between the higher and the lower vidvat? Samhkara’s 


_(vyavahiara) is ridiculous ; for how can vyavahara have anything ee 


according to his interpretations, the, work of Badarayana would = 
end with a section, dealing with only the lower vidvat, the fate Bo 
_ of the higher vidvat having been disposed of only in a few stitras ; Hee ee 
and that the last sūtra, ‘ from thence, there is no return ’, would a 7 
refer only to the lower vidvat. If the Sitrakara really” hed: mo 
-view this twofold distinction, was it not natural that he should : k : 
wind up with a discussion of the fate of the higher vidvat? For, 
as compared with the latter, the lower vidvat, howsoever exalted 
| he. may be over the ordinary beings, is after all in a secondary ao 
position, and is only on the way to the absolute release, a a condi- a 
| fos which the higher vidvat has already made his own. 


ee “phic | is the lot of the released soul, After: having. reached they 

| Brahman, the released soul | enjoys | ‘the: same pleasures aSa the o 

= Brahman (‘ a-vibhagena,’ ; sūtra 4). The released souls experience a 

ee E Joy through the body of the Brahman (‘ brahmena.’ in sitra 5)1 beix , z B ee eel 
se vee a. _ themselves: bodiless ; Or. through a their. proper. bodies | cons: istin. 
ET a of f saleligei ( sūtra ae 
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Sathkara ‘ater te itis para AIE, viz., IV. 2. 12-16 IV. 4. 1-7, 
it. may be pointed out that there i is nothing distinctive in these a 


merely a negative, and therefore, indecisive argument. _ Sūtra 7, — 
however, furnishes a more decisive argument. That sūtra states 
the view of Badarayana as siddhanta, according to which the © 


refers to the released soul of the higher vidvat, how can it possess = 
attempt to reconcile the two aspects by saying that one refers to _ ae 


reality ( paramārtha ) and the other to the phenomenal world a o 


to do with the higher vidvat Pe And if there is vyavahara also o. — d 
for him, how is he to be distinguished from the lower v idvat ? ee, 


What is, however, most decisive against Sarkara is the fact that, . ! ae 
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Madhva sees in this pada a description of. ‘the ptloyment ee 













) boa in both. the ways. X sūtra | 1 ae | ed 
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nd i ey. with - ihe “body. of! aeii ‘and without the | 
i body, | this- absence of- body referring ony | to material T 
-= bodies. ‘Sittras 10 to 14 are explained just in- the manner of co 


 Sarhkara and Ramanuja, ~The released soul, though entering a 
fs body, only experiences joy and pleasure and never suffers pain, just 


-as alight placed in a lamp, only swallows up the oil, the wick 


abe: but not its black colour (sūtra 15 ) And passages like — 


owt ae aaa ert 1 ( Katha. 1.12) refer to the states of deep 
oe sleep and moksa, but not to svarga (?)( sūtra 16). Asregardsthe 


ef remaining siitras also there are differences of interpr etation and 
a differences regar ding the division into adhikaranas ; but they are 
a not worth noting, being of no importance for our purpose. . 


ay According to Vallabha, the pada refers to the condition of the 
ie released soul who has followed the path of grace ( pustimarga Ms 


a Such ‘a released devotee, even after having attained to 


the ‘Braiman ( sampadya ), has again a body or a kind : 
ae of birth ( avirbhava ), not of the ordinary character, in order to _ 
i be able to enjoy pleasures ( sūtra T): The word (avirbhāva ) in 








sūtra 4 is explained ina curious way. In the passages acc oe 
- TE or Ñ ada ama BE agm AAA, the same nirguna Brahman — : 





is meant, because both the passages are recited together, without 


-a cessation of contiuuity (avibhagena ). Sūtras ( 5-7 ) state the 


: three views regarding the nature of the body of this released soul. 


o He enjoys, says Jaimini, pleasures through the extraor dinary body 
oo provided by the Brahman ( brahmena ) as opposed to a prakria 


aug ordinary or material ) body ; according to Audulomi, he enjoys 
oe pleasures only in the form of intelligence ( tanmatrena ), because 


` he has to enjoy in the company of the Brahman which is pure 
oe intelligence ( Paid = ea aa ) ; but Badarayana holds (and this 


: i is the siddhānta ) that the dey otee has a body which is extraordi- | 


E: nary and eternal, fit for his enjoying in the company of the Brah- 
man, Sūtra 8 says that he alone can reach Bhagavat whom He 


; wills ( sarhkalpādeva ). Sütras 10-12- are explained just like > 
- Sathkara, | but ¢ are referred to. the devotee following the path of = 
grate. The illustration of the light i in sūtra 15 is curiously ex- 





-plained thus: Bhagavat enters into the devotee, who thus becom- _ — 


iP ing like Bhagavat i is enabled to enjoy pleasures i in His company; . 


2 ete as a a ight enters into Ee: wick | nd make t  Sonable of the = -o 4 
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same Hanon as itself, and. Aa ‘at the same time el aR 


E ( depending on oil or the love of the devotee ). The word ‘ sam- 
patti’ in sūtra 16 is explained to mran “ the higher release - 
obtained by the path of. grace, ’ ( pustimargiya-moksa her 
This agrees with the explanation of Sarkara. The — 
whole sūtra means that the absence of enjoyment 
spoken of in a passage like ‘a aAA wor’ refers to the — 
condition of profound sleep; whereas the enjoyment spoken of 
in texts like ag Fao ag refers to the higher release. Sūtra 17 is | 
| explained in this peculiar manner: the enjoyment in the com- 
pany of the Brahman is not accompanied by the ordinary operar 
tions ( jagad-vyāpāra ) of the body, speech and mind. The absence 
of return proclaimed in the last sūtra refers to both the jñānin a 


( the follower of ihe path of knowledge, who occupies an inferior 


rank ) and the devotee, the follower of the path of grace, though l 


it is to this latter only that the rest of the pada applies. ‘Thus, 


_ -Vallabha who maintains a twofold distinction of release and of Pee 
devotees, somewhat analoguous to that held by Samkara, has 
~ however, the merit of seeing only the higher kind of release and o 
-of devotee ( i. e. the follower of the path of grace ) in the last pada been 

of the last adhħhyäy ra ; 
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"CONCLUSION. 


After having made a detailed apes of the five commenta- 


| Pe ries on the Brahma-sitras, we shall now proceed to consider what 
a conclusions we are justified in arriving at. As we have com- 
ae pared and criticised the diverse interpretations and hinted at the 


possible inferences already in the course of analysis, it remains 


_ for us now only to bring together and classify the different points 
suggested and to state the conclusions in definite puny pos sitive 
o oe or "negative. | ae , 


To begin n the S N of Madhva is a dentie i in- 


tae | ee terion in character and is a performance of little or no merit. His — 
a, interpretations differ from those of the rest very widely and in a | 
sie oe very large number of cases; but the reader has seen that ina oe 
majority of instances, his explanations are far-fetched, fantastic ae 
and too sectarian in character; the scriptural passages he” 
‘refers to for discussion more often belong to the Sarhhitās than to = 
oo the Upanisads, a procedure which can be easily explained by the ) e 
fact that it is very difficult for him to find in the Upanisadsa — 
o ‘support for his own doctri ine. It is interesting on this point to — a 
mote his explanation of the word ‘vedanta’ in II. 3. 1, which 
oo means, according to him ‘ -vedavinirnaya, ’ or the decisions of 
Al) phe” ‘Vedas ’ and not of the Upanisads, and he insists on the point 
Fo that the sarihitas also are as important for his doctrine as the 
Poe ‘Upanisads. AS instances of how considerably his interpretations 
ae < differ from the rest and are unsatisfactory and groundless, the 
= following places may be pointed out : I. 1.5, where his explanation 
ae zis not supported. by the remaining stitras of the adhikaranas; I. 3. 8, 


| where the absence of the particle ‘ ca” goes against him ; 11. 1. 13, 


where the word | ‘ bhoktrāpatteh * is not satisfactorily explained 
=-~ and where moreover he himself feels the necessity of giving an ex- 
cae planation how a sūtra, referring to the released condition ofthe soul — 
ee and therefore fit for the fourth adbyäya, occurs in ‘the maoona : 
ere adhyaya ; IL Telk where his explanation is quite irrəlevant to 
o the topio s n 3. 46-53, where his i explanation | is a uncalled oe 
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for and very sectarian. in character ; III. 2 41-81, where his ex- 
planations of the words FRA, AAAS and JFIF are very 
| fantastic ; and equally curious is his way of understanding the 
‘simile of the sun’s reflection i in support of his doctrine of duality ; 


IIT. 2. 29, where his explanation is most unnatural; IV. 1. 12, 
where he explains the word ‘ prayana’” as meaning “moksa PE 


which is unusual : IV. 1. 14, where his explanations of the words 


‘itarasya ‘and ‘ pate’ are a bit fantastic ; the whole of IV. 2, 
which according to him refers to the ‘ moksa’ and * utkrānti : n a 


divinities like Rudra, Agni, Laksmi, ete. 


We can add many more instances, but those already given are 
quite sufficient To do justice to Madhva, however, it must be 7 
admitted that there are cases, though few, where his explanations — 
though different from those of Sarhkara. or Ramanuja cannot be ` 

said to be absolutely unnatural or inconsistent. Thus, for... 


instance, the whole of I. 4 is interpreted by him to show that 


words like ‘ avyakta’, prakrti’ ete., all ultimately denote Visnu vee 

and that every word may esoterically denote Visnu and at ‘theese 

same time exoterically, other objects of the world :a procedure which, ee 
though many times fantastic as regards the translation of- indivi- = 
dual stitras, has the merit of being consistent with the subject- a 
matter of the first adhyaya, which issamanvaya. As regards IL: 


veg, 42-45, he follows Nimbārka in referring the adhikaraņa to the 


sakti-doctrine, which is intended to be refuted by it. Inik 
19-31 he accepts the atomic measure of the jiva (anutva ) as the o 
siddhanta and explains sūtra 29 to mean that the statements Ghee < 
| non-difference between jiva and the Brahman are only due to the — 
fact that the atir ibutes of the Brahman such as. knowledge, bliss a 
ete. form the essence or nature of the jiva : a procedure to which a 
owe cannot ‘object. _ In In 4. 8-13 Madhva shows himself more — 
reasonable than all the cther commentators in connecting sūtra 8 oe 
-with the following adhikarana, referring to the chief vital air; — ac ° i | 
and his division of the sūtras into four adhikaranas is natural, o 
-whereas all the other commentators follow an arbitrary division. ane 
ont interpretation of TIL. 2. 27-30, dealing with the question” how | 
o the Brahman can be both quality and the qualified, both ānanda n] 
eae and anandin, also are unexceptionable. His explanation of IE: a 
2 ; 4. 51-52 AS referring to the a of vidya and | of its ‘fruit, a 
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de ee mukt, in eats he and Nimbarka stand alone, is the ce J 
and most natural. AE oe | 


| in spite of all this, we aaa a a he impression ‘that 
7 his commentary is far from being the right interpretation of the 
sūtras taken asa whole and that nothing can be further from 
truth than that his doctrine of absolute duality is the doctrine of 


a the Sūütrakāra. Madhva’s denial of the Brahman being the 


material cause of the universe ( see his curious explanation of 


S sūtra I. 4. 23 ) is especially against the spirit of the sūtras; and 


when we consider the fact that the sūtras represent an attempt 


to reconcile the different passages of the Upanisads like a7am8 
on the one hand and gt gmot agor war on the other, it is impossi- 


- ble to believe that the doctrine of absolute duality, not having 
> anything to do with unity | or non-difference, can be the teaching 


a s the sitras. —=s_,. 


Thus, having disposed of Madhva, when we pass on to the com- 


o a of Sathkara, Rāmānuja, Nimbārka and Vallabha, we 
have to observe at the outset thatthe doctrine of Sathkara stands in 
; flagrant contrast to those of the other three. Though all the four 
Serco. alike attempt to reconcile urity and plurality, the way in which 
 Sarhkara does it stands by itself. He thinks that both unity and | 
plurality cannot be true at the same time; one alone can be real 


: and that must be unity ; while plurality is unreal, illusory, the 


i ` result of Maya. Maya, once accepted, leads to the two-fold dis- 


- tinction of the real and the phenomenal world, the higher or un- 
t qualified and the lower or qualified Brahman, the superior and the 


os inferior knowledge, the superior and the inferior vidvat ; so also to 
= ? “the absolute and eternal identity of the Brahman and the jiva. 
oe The relation between cause and effect is according to him vivarta 
o superimposition or illusory manifestation) as opposed to 


a parinama ’ ( transformation ). Naturally the jiva, us it is identi- 


a eal with the Brahman, is like it omnipresent (vibhu ), without 


activity: (a-kartr ), and is completely merged into it and only 


regains its own nature when it is released, i e when the 
ee ~ nescience is extinguished. The Brahman i is nothing but sat, cit, =- 
ale op ananda, and all the descriptions: ‘of attributes | belonging to it | 
ae ae represent only the popular notion, the o phenomerial. Braliman. ge 
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Now let us consider if the ore lend spook: to any of a | 


dömas First, as regards the relation between the Brahman and 


the jiva, there is a very large number of sūtras which distinctly 


affirm the difference ( Bheda ) between the Brahman and the jiva. 
Thus for Manes we may point to sūtras 16, 17, 10-21 OL Ls 

sutras 4, 5, 6, 8,11, 12, 20, 22, of 1.2; sūtrās 2,5,7,19 of L. 3. 
Sarhkara renee conscious of the difficulty of finding his view 
in the sūtras, thinks it necessary to add an explanation in several 


cases ( e. g. 1.1.17; 1.2.6, 20; 1.3.19) to the effect that all 
_ such sūtras refer to the differerence between the Pie and — 
the jiva, which i is only due to Maya, being phenomenal or * vya- 


vahārika’ as opposed to real or ‘ paramarthike >and that the 


Sutrakara in such cases has regard only to the popular conception, — 
which is mentioned only to be refuted. On sūtra I. 2. 12, Sam- 


kara himself has to say that one of the two souls, the jiva, is 


_“ gantr’ and the other ( Brahman) is ‘ gantayya.’ Butifthereis — 
left any doubt on the point, we refer the reader to sittras IL. 1. 22 
and IT. 3. 43, the former proclaiming that the Brahman is some- a 
thing over and above (adhika) the jiva and that the jiva isa part Ree 
( ansa) of the Brahman. So slso sūtras ITI. 2. 27-30, giving Wark Ot 
_ ous examples to illustrate the relation between the Brahman and : | 
_ the jiva, though not sufficiently definite, do not in any case sup- hone Ed 


port the doctrine of absolute unity. 


: From the relation between the Brahman and the jiva we now = 
pass on to the nature and attributes of jiva, which specially forms € 
the subject matter of IT. 3. 19-53. As already shown in the ana- 


lysis above, sitras 19-32 establish the siddhanta that the jiva 
is atomic ( anu ), sūtra 18, that the jiva is knower ( jña ), and 


sitras 33-40, that the jiva is an active agent { kartr . Sarbkara met 

stands alone in arriving at exactly the opposite conclusions D 

_ putting on the siitras an interpretation which has been shown = 
above to be obviously forced and open to relia objections ÈE see “uo ge 


- especially II. 3. 29 and IL. 3. 40). 


‘Thus the sitras lend no Aupo to the two main points i ino es 
Sarhkara’s doctrine, viz. (1) the relation between the Brahman | 
and the jiva which is according to him absolute unity snd (2) 08 0 
. 5 the nature of j jiva which is omni~present, which i is of the nature of o a 
i Knowledge G and. not knower rh and: which: is A sett pee] 
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/ kartrtva }. We arrive at e same wn sion on the point of 
` the two-fold distinction of the higher ‘and lower Brahman. As 
- shown above none of the stitras where Sarhkara refers to this dis- 
| tinction lends support to it: e.g. III 3. 29, where , Sathkara’s way of i 
S understanding the word ‘ubhayatha ° is altogether unnatural; 
IIT. 3. 31, 39; III. 4. 51,52; and the last three padas of the 4th 
adhyaya, where sūtras IV. 12-16 and IV. 4. 1-7 refer to the higher 
vidvat, while all the remaining sittras including the last IV. 4-22 


refer to the lower vidvat. So also at the commencement of his 


~ commentary on I. 1. 12 Sarhkara remarks that the question in the 
a following adhikaranas is to decide between the higher and the 
lower Brahman ; but he himself only very rarely refers to it after- 
wards. He does so, for instance, in the second interpretation he 

“proposes of the adhikarana dealing with the dnandamaya (I L 


ne 12-19 ), which is unnatural on the face of it and has been also 


criticised severely bg Vallabha, and in commenting on siira I. 3. 
13 where according to him the higher person to be meditated on 


eee by the syllable ‘om’ is the highest Brahman and not the lower one, 
_ though according to Ramanuja, Nimbarka and Vallabha the 





- choice is between the Brahman (n.) and Brahman (m.). The only ae 
mee section where there is an appearance of an indirect implication per ee 


of the twofold character of ‘Ke Brahman is IIL 2. 11-21, but even 


K this may be regarded as nothing more than a mere attempt to | 
reconcile the two kinds of passages, i. e. those which deny all. 


-attributes of the Brahman and those which predicate the same of | 
we it, there being nothing in the sūtras of this adhikarana directly 
| leading to the establishment of a distinction between the savisesa 





and the nirvisesa Brahman. Moreover, Ramanuja and others 


Moa have interpreted the ‘ ubhaye-lingatva ’ differently from Sathkara 
cae and these. interpretations, especially that of- Ramanuja, are at 


least. as natura as that of Sarhkara, if not more. That this two- 


- fold distinction i is, however, quite against the general spirit of the 


n sitras follows more positively from the manner in which the 


| _ Sutrakara defines. the Brahman in I 13 . and from the fact that 
. even according to Sarkara only an insignificantly small- number 


k of sūtras i in the fourth adhyaya refers to the higher Brahman; 
i above ¢ all from the fact that the last sitra of the work, aag: STE, 


ee refers i to the inferior vidvat only, ı not to mention the cireumstence | 
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that the attire have been T by other commentathrs with- — | 


out being obliged to refer to this distinction and that withal their 


interpretations are not unnatural, perhaps less so > than those of Yi | 


Sarkara. 


The distinction Den the hig shar and lower the Brahman riot 
finding any support in the sūtras, it naturally follows that the idea 


of Maya inthe sense in which Samkara understands it cannot have 
any place in the doctrine of the Sittrakara. Those who hold that 


Sarhkara’s doctri ine, in which of course the notion of Maya plays | 


a very important part, is that of the Sitrakara, how can they 


explain the circumstance that it is only once (in IIL. 2. 3) in 
the sūtras that the word ‘Maya’ expressly occurs ? And | 
there it is used in connection with the creation of the dream- 
state and not with that of the waking~state ; ; and even in this | : 
connection, the meaning which Sarhkar a puts upon the word, has E 
been shown to be objectionable from the point of view of the 
context, as it ignores the logical connection between the two. © 
questions raised by Sarhkara in that adhikarana : is the creation Paes 
of the dream-state real or not and how is it that the natural ace 
‘powers of the jiva are obscured ? Bhaskara, who also understands a | 
the word as meaning ‘ illusion ’ (and whose interpretation of the od 
= adhikarana as a whole seems to be on the whole the most 

_ satisfactory ), restricts it, however, only to the dream-creation as — 
opposed to the waking creation, which is real according to him. _ 

If, however, the word means only ‘the wonderful marvellous 
power of the Lord’, as Ramanuja has it ( and according: to his aoe 
interpretation all the sūtras of the adhikarana can be very well — 


connected, at least more satisfactorily than to. Sarnkara’ s); there 


need not be the least objection against it. No doubt, both these 
ways of explaining Maya, whether as meaning ‘illusion’ se 
‘ wonderful power |, alike imply the idea that the world as w n 
stands is inexplicable by the ordinary means of knowledge. : But D 
what a gulf between the developments undergone by these two ec | 
Te conceptions | -According to one, the world, as we perceive tB o “| 
‘unreal, only an appearance superimposed through | nescience a DO 
the real entity, i. e. Brahman, just like that of serpent super- Se) 
ee imposed on a rope. -According to the other, the- world, though oo 
pees inexplicable, i is s however, a as real. as the Brahman. A 
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Another sūtra which ould: appear D M the idea of 


oat illusion i is IT. 1. 14, where the Sūtrakāra expressly refers to the 
< word ‘ ‘drambhana ’ and therefore ‘implicitly to the passage 


IRET AEA NT ATE ete. We have already seen how Samkara’s 


way of explaining vācārambhaņa so as to deduce the doctrine : 


of ‘yivarta from it is open to objection and how itis not 
l confirmed by the illustrations in the following sūtras ( IL 1. 
an 19 and 20 ); not to mention the fact that Ramanuja’s interpreta- 
-tion is very reasonable and that Vallabha severely criticises 
S Sathkara’ S explanation. 


The only other sūtra ‘hearing ¢ on the oo is II. 3, 50, ener | 


the wot ‘abhdsa ’ occurs and is interpreted by Sarhkara to mean 
‘a reflection which has no existence in reality in the sense in 


: which the original exists’; but we have shown above that- 


Vallabha’s way of explaining the word as meaning ‘an 
i appearance” i. e.‘ sgmething apparently the same, but not quite 


a the same’ is as good ( notice the warning which Vallabha gives | 
7 here against the word being understood to mean something 
absolutely unreal ), and it may be mentioned further that the 
i. meaning of “fallacious argument * given to the word by Rama-— 


| nuja and Nimbarka has nothing objectionable i in it. 


as Coming i in particular to the relation between the cause and the _ 
cae effect, we have sufficient reasons to believe that the Sitrakara 


oy held the dectrine of ‘ parinama,’ as opposed to‘ vivarta’. For in 
i the first place, we haye the word ‘ parindma expressly mentioned 


oo sūtra I. 4. 26 and secondly, in replying to the objection against 
Bae the intelligent Brahman being the cause of the non-intelligent 
ae universe, an ‘objection based on the dissimilarity between 


A cause and effect (cf II. 1.4 ff), the Sūtrakāra never says 
onor even suggests that this is possible owing to the 


superimposition of the effect upon the cause, as for- 


instance, that of silver on a mother-of-pearl. On the other hand, 


he refuses to admit that the effect is non-existent in the cause, 
2: before its production (of IL. 1. Th which would be the case if 
the wivarta view be accepted. We may add to this that the in- 
o < stances of dissimilar causes and effects given in the commentary 

on sūtra IL. 1. 6 according to all commentators, including even 


ue Sarkara, are such. as s lend d support t to the notion of parinama. 
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| Thus we are duit justified. in arriving at the e that B 
Sarhkara’s doctrine is out of court so far as the sttras are — 


: - concerned, whatever be its value as a philosophical | system, | 
and whatever be its merit as an attempt to draw 8 system from _ | 


the Upanisads. 


As long as Sarhkara’s commentary on the sitras wae ihe only 
one to be known and widely read (it being very difficult or 


almost impossible to understand sitras without the help of a 


commentary ), such a conclusion would have appeared absurd ; 
but when we have other commentaries which equally 


deserve | our consideration and which widely diverge from — 

| Sarhkara’s commentary, one must think twice before label- 
ling this judgment as heterdox. Now if we bring together 

all those cases where Sathkara and Ramanuja differ from each 
other in the explanation of the sitras, we shall find that there is | 

a large number where it is difficult to decide who is better, both — | 
- being equally natural or farfetched; but there is also an equally Ee 


large number where Ramanuja is decidely more acceptable than ee 

Sarkara and vice versa. Thus, for instance, in the explanations Pon 

of 12.78; L4 8-10; 1.2. 42-45; IL 3. 19-32 (at least as 

= regards the general purport of the adhikarana, sūtra 29 being ee 

explained in a much less. satisfactory manner by Sarhkara than hy Bie 
by Ramanuja); IL 3. 38 ; IL. 3; 50+ IOE 2. 11-21, 22-30 (as 
regar ds the general purport of the adhikarana ); III. 4, 51-52; a 

IV. 1. 19; IV. 2. 7-16, it is difficult to decide whether Sarhkara is. oat 

better or Ramanuja is better. “As regards I. 2 , 9-10, 11-12, 19-20; oe | 

COES 48;1L 12; IL 814; 1.3. 16,37; IA i414; he 

| Sathkara’s explanations are decidedly more satisfactory than Ne ee 

those of Rāmānuja ; but on the other hand, Ramanuja’ s explana- a 

tions are more natural and decidedly to be preferred. to those of ; a 

: Sarhkara in the case of | LLB: LIIL 3. 14-21 and 22-23 7 i 

a which form two adhikaranas according to Sarkara, but, only o 

one according to Ramanuja YELLS: AL and 42-43 (a similar casa, 

; exactly ); L 4. 14-27 ( which Ramanuja connects with the refuta- o 

A ce tion of the Saihkhya, while Sarkara with the samanvaya in ae 


Sina i Re RES 





general’) / TLE 13. 14; ae 41; IL 3.18; IL 3. 3 40% + IL 3. 43, 
46; IL 4. 6; III. I 12- 21; TH: 2. 1-6, 25, 265. IIL 3. 29; IV. 1. 44° 


een | where Sathieara supplies the word ‘mukti,—a procedure criticised 
by Vallabha ) ; IV. 2. 12-14, 


Coming to the m of Vallabha, we find that diene are 
i instances where he stands apart, differing from all the rest, in the | 
interpretation of certain sūtras. Thus, for instance, we can point 
to 1.1. 2and3 which he reads as one sūtra, with some justifica- 
= tion too, in that the position of the word ‘janmadi’ in sūtra 2, — an 
k inspite of the upanisad parean running as Wal a sat wart saat 7 
: —&e., would look natural if ‘ sastrayonitvat ’ be read along with } 
ae sūtra 2 ); I. 1. 4 ( where, the ‘tu’ cannot be construed well, the 
oe -sūtra itself being superfluous ); IL 4. 1-4 ( where he comes to the 
o conclusion that the prāņas are as unborn as the individual souls 
oo and where he has the merit of interpreting the word tatha in sutra 
Da I, more naturally than the other commentators ); IIL 2. 11-21 ; 
o a IH. 2. 22-30 ( where he deals with the question how the Brahman 
=- can be both possessed of attributes and be without attributes; — 
-which thus amounts to only a repetition of the preceding adhika- 
— rana); IV. 1. 1-6, 12, 14; the second and fourth padas of the fourth 
: _adhyāya, ` where he all through makes out a distinction between 
E the pustimārga and the maryada-marga, peculiar to his doctrine. 
_ But we see that in many of these cases, Vallabha’s explanations 
| are far from satisfactory, besides being sometimes too sectarian. y 
It is interesting to note that sometimes Vallabha follows Samhkara eae 
in the interpretation of certain sutras, where Sathkara differs from A 
the others; e. g. in I. 1. 18 (where Sarhkara’s explanation isno = 
-doubt far less natural than that of Rāmānuja and N imbārka ): 
| : L is 31 ( where Vallabha follows, 3f the two interpretations pro- 
| E posed by Sarnkara, the one which is less natural ); II. 1. 13: IL 
2, 42-45 ; II. 3. 16, 37 (in both cases. Sarhkara’s explanation is 
. more satisfactory than that of Ramanuja ). In other cases Valla- 
-bha follows Sarkara as far as the literal translation of the | sūtra 
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a | Ramannja makes some remarks showing the unreasonable character of 
-Sarhkara’s s interpretation, Sag M 
7) Sarkara himself, conscious of the unsatisfactory chatacter of his inter- 
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goes, but differs from him as regards the general idea of the adhi- 


karana or arrives at altogether different conclusions. Thus, Val- 
labha explains sūtra IT. 3.18 just like Sarhkara, understand- , 


ing jfia to mean jfidna; but he regards itas a pūrvapakşa sūtra, 
while it represents the siddhania according to Sarkara ; and he 
criticises the latter view, remarking that the Mayavadin is only 
an avatara of the Madhyamika Bauddha. In II. 3. 29-32 also Val- 
labba, accepting the anutva of the individual scul and explaining 
the last four sittras of the adhikarana differently from Sarkara, 
 censures the Mayavadin for misunderstanding passages like ‘ tat 


tvam asi’ so as to deduce the doctrine of maya from them. In 


IT. 3. 50 Vallabha explains the word ‘ Abhasa ’ to mean ‘a reflec- 
tion, ’ but arrives ata different conclusion from Samkara and 


= warns the reader against Sarkara’ s doctrine of the unreal character — 

of the jiva. There is one case where V allabha’s s interpretation, differ- 

ing from the rest, is, at the same time, the only one which is most ea. 

natural and reasonable, i. e. IV. 3 I- 16, the whole pada. dealing > 

w ith the three questions of the gati (the going along the path T 
gantavya ( the Boal t to be reached 2) and the ganir ( the worshipper 


“Whe gees) ee Tee ee, ee a 


Itis very dificult i to assert doprial Hosil whet! ther Vallabha’s 
a doctrine receives or does not receive any support from the sitras ; 


| ‘but so much may be said that. his commentary strikes us many E 
times not as a very creditable performance, being in places very E 
a sectarian or unsatisie ctory, although one can point out instances — 

-= where he is brilliant or reasonable and where he offers very i 
interesting criticisms of the views cf others. It is to be observed, 
l however, that his special references to Gokula, the pusiimārga cae 
and the maryidi-marga, and his manner of reconciling the mutu- 
ally contradictory passages in the Upanisads by ‘postulating the — 

miraculous and incomprehensible greatnes S4 alsvarya, Ta ‘the a 
: Brahman, and his assertion of pure monism without any reference o 


| to plurality make i it far from possible that hi is. s doctrine could have 
been the one propounded by the Stitre kära. oak 


i Now, there remai in for consideration Ramanuia and Nimharke, EE | 
| "Their doctrines are very similar to each other, ‘thoug h technically o 
Muy are quite diffe rent and | represent iw o schools going r thg ee 


Ghata, Vedänta, ; 23. 


EA beter 
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a names of Vidistadvaita and Bhedabheda. oo main point of dis- 


tinction between them is that plurality according to Ramanuja is 


an attribute of unity, or in other. words, the intelligent. and non- 
e9 intelligent world f forms the body and the distinguishing attribute 


( visesana ) of the Brahman; whereas the school of Nimbārka 
refuses to admit this idea of visesana, there being nothing from 


mee which the Brahman can be distinguished. Unity and plurality 


| are both true and are on an equal level without any idea of 
i subordination of plurality to unity, an idea implied in the 
doctrine of Rāmānuja. Apart from this, there is ‘little or no- 
= difference as far as the metaphysical part is concerned. N aturally | 

the commentary of Nimbarka, which is, it must be remembered, | 
very brief, almost a kind of literal interpretation of the sittras 
(just like the commentaries of Mallindtha on the works of 
Kalidasa ), but which is at the same time sufficiently clear as far 
as the doctrine it intends to convey is concerned, is generally 


geen to follow that of Ramanuja. -= Notwithstanding this, 


- Nimbarka’s work shows many traces of originality and his 


manner of reconciling the mutually contradictory passages of the 
ae Upanisads has something to recommend it. Thus, for instance, 
there are many cases where Nimbarka differs from Ramanuja 
Des and i is more natural, many times following Sarkara at the same 

time. Thus with regard to I. 2. 9- 10 and 11-12, Nimbārka, fol- 





lowing Sarhkara, has two adhikaranas, a procedure decidedly — 
T: more natural than that followed by Rāmānuja who has one adhi- 
l karana only. The same may be said with regard to I 2 19 and 
-20 where Nimbārka follows Sathkara and differs from Rāmānuja, — 
are who stands apart from the others, The same is true of II. 3. 16, i 
29-32, 46; IL 4. 1-4, 14; IIL 2.25 and 26 ( where Nimbarka 


- explains the werd ° karmapi’ like Ramanuja, but ‘anantena’ like 


es Sathkara ) ; IV. 2 16 ( where Nimbarka explains ‘ avibhaga ’ 


Cote differently from but more satisfactorily than Rāmānuja ) But 


-what is even more important is that there are instances in which 
3 N imbarka follows neither Sathkara nor Ramanuja, but has inter- _ 
: pretations of his ¢ own which are far from being unsatisfactory 
under the circumstances. Thus as regards the last adhikarana | 
of the second pada of the second | adhyaya ( siitras 42-45 ), 


a Nimbarke sees in it a refutation of the doc trine aces ding ie 
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which the world can be produced from the Sakti alone without 
the purusa. So also in the case of sūtr as IIT. 2. 27- 28, Nimbarka’ S 


? interpretation of the two examples : (1) the serpent and its cull 
and (2) light and its substrate, which differs from those of both - 


Sathkara and Ramanuja, is most natural and ‘quite fits in with 
his doctrine of bhedabheda. Nor can we object to his answering 


in the following sūtra (TIT. 2. 29) the objection how the Brahman 


can be void of parts and at the same time capable of partial tr ans- 
formation, an interpretation in which he stands alone. His ex- 


planation of IIL 3. 28, accounting for the fact that the merits and | 


demerits of the sage are shared by his friends and foes respective- 
ly, is quite welcome; and his interpr etation is the best and 


most natural of all as regards sittras III. 4. 51-52, where the ge 
question of the origination of the vidya and ofits- fruit 
( mukti ) is dealt with. We cannot be equally sure with regard ii 
to his interpretation of IV. 3. 7-16: but the commentary of Kosa- ae 2 
va-kagmirin leads us to think that here too Nimbarka has the cree = 0 
dit of giving the only sati sfactory explanation, which, besides e 


himself, has been given by no ott er commentator but Vallabha. 


7 As for the Cases in Shok Rāmänuja’ S interpretations differ i a 
from those of Sarhkara and are more “satisfactory, we have only to | 


d refer to the cases already noticed. 


| Now we may ask ourselves : is it the doctrine of Ramanuja = 
POR that of Nimbärka which the sūtras profess to teach ? $ 


„Any one who has followed us. in the analysis. given above ae 
would agree with us in holding that the following points very EE 


probably formed Tan of the Pnirakara S doctri ine: 


{ 1 ) The j jiva is atomic i in size as oa with the Brahman URES 


whieh i is all-pervading (IL. 3. 19-32 ; IV. 4. 15-16 ; I 2 De 


(2 ) The jiva is not quite identical with the Brahman Wee sé hind: oe 
an individual difference of nature. At ihe most it can be gaito o ooe 

be. not entirely different ( I. L “16, 17; to, 21-9) D2: 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, i, ee 

oH, , 20, 22; L32 5,7, 19; ‘ILL 22; TL 2 21-30). a oe 


A 3 y The jiva i is a a part o of the Brahman an.: 3. 43 3 
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(4) The jiva is of the nature of intalligenee, at the same time 


i is a knower o or has knowledge as its attribut e ( Ta 18 ) 


| (5 J. The jiva is an eve agent: but its | activity i is derived | 


from the Brahman ( IL 3. 33-40 ye 


(6) The Brahman is the cause of the origination, sustenance 
and destruction of the universe (I. 1. 2 d eS 


ee 7 ) The Brahman, which is intellig cent, is the cause of both 


a a the intelligent and the non-intelligent world ( IT. 1. 4-11). 


z ( 8 ) The Brahman is both the material and the efficient cause 2 


n of the universe ( I. 4, 23) 


US. The meditation on ike: Brahman leads to knowledge, 


which i in its turn leads to a beatitude from which there is no- 


ot return, (IIL 4. 51-53 ), 


oe ( 10) The Brahman is only one without any distinction cf 

- E ier or lower; and consequently there is no such distinction as 
8 higher or a lower stage or a gradual or an immediate release 
4 see the analysis of IV. 2 and IV. 4 i 


oat : og 11) n effect is a modification of the cause (IT. 1. 6,14; 
oe) OL 4, 6). | 


EI) Seripture | is the ohiet ’ means Ja erriving at the know- 


a “ledge of i the Brahman (I: 1. 3; IL 1 27 ). 


(13 ) Tarka or reasoning has its proper domain; but on super- 


i o and purely metaphysical subjects like the Brahman, it is 
= not sufficient by itself and soas to confirm itself to the Sruti 


: IL 4.11), 


‘Now all ices points no doubt are found to have a place in 


a ae the doctrines of Ramanuia and Nimbarka; bud it is equally true 
~- that- they belong more or less to all the schools in question, ex- 


7 cept. of course that of Sarhkara. What distinguishes these four 
- Visņuite schools from*each other is in the first place the theolo- 
gical part of their doctrines. Thus the Highest Self is called 


Vasudeva by Ramanuija, Krsna, by Nimbarka and Vallabha, and 


Rope, 


he Vispa by Madhya, But the sitiras i prcivide: us with no indications 




















CONCLUSION a ‘181 


| whataoever on this and ree allied TEN for the sütras represent a 


stage where the Aupanisada doctri ine had not yet lost its essentially 
metaphysical character, which was latter to be supplemented a 
and metamorphosed by theolog ical and sectarian elaborations. £ 


And if, as we have shown above, the probability of the system 
of Vatlabha or of Madhya being identical with that of the Sūtra- 


kara i is very small, we have also to say thatthe system of Ramanuja, 
orin other terms the Bhagavata system which Ramanuja up- 


holds in IT. 2 . 42-45, is far from being the system of the sūtras : 
there being no indications i in them that they support the essential 


dogmas of the Bhagavata system and the very words tike Pa 


Vasudeva,. Vytha, etc: being absent from them. 


In the second place, these four systems are distinguished 
from each other in their metaphysical portions. Thus according 
to Rimanuja and Nimbarka, the creation of the world from 


the Brahman is nothing more than that the cit and acit, which | 
existed before in a subtle condition, are afterwards developed oe 
into gross forms. Ac 30rdinz to Vallabha the creation possible E. n - 
through the Aisvarya of the Brahman. This is the case also as re- ce 
gards the reconciliation of the passages which predicate attribu- 
- tes of the Brahman with those which deny them all : the former, — ne 
according to Ramanuja and Nimbarka, tend to establish that the 
_ Brahman is possessed of all auspicious qualities, while the latter, i 
that itis void of all faults. According to Madhva, the Brahman 


-is really. savisesa, : possessed of attributes . whereas | what 
cis meant by ‘nirvisesa’ is ‘artipa’ — i e ‘ pra- 


_ krtirdiparahita ’ s “not possessing the form of the material world. * ae 
| According to Vallabha, on the other hand, the Brahman is both - | 

‘vy avaharavissya’ and ‘vyavahararahita’ ( both capable and inca- | E 
~ pable of description by ordinary words) and it has and has not the 

a attributes of the intelligent and the non-intelligent world, owing nt 
to its marvellous. greatness, ‘ aiévarya ' which mak es all sorts of S 


opposites possible. | 


Wi Unfortunately, on ‘these points ‘the Sutrekera “provides. ye 
ae with indication of a very vague character, so that. it is very D 
ae difficult to dogmatise that the Sūtrakāra favours one particular Ee 
i view out of these. This is the case with the. question, | raised In| 
L 4, I9 how itis that ‘the ave which 3 is discuesed in | Brad. w ia 




















Bie a OTHE 3 VEDANTA 


ay I. 5. 6 is ‘Jmaiadiately in ae subsequent passage spoken 
ae of as the ‘Brahman. The Siddhanta. view is given by the 
patra I 4 22, ee ISTE: As shown above the word- 
oe avasthiti is very vag and can be with equal reason 
interpreted by each one s0 as to fit in with his own view. So also 

in IL 1. 14, the word ‘ ananyatva,’, used ‘to express the relation 
between. cause and effect, is negative in character and so perfectly 

: vague in its connotation. The word ‘améa’ in IJ. 3. 43, though it 

; clearly makes Sarhkara’ s doctrine out of question, is not however 

Me sufficiently explicit to decide in favour of any one. ‘out of the — 

ne remaining systems. The word ‘maya’ in Ill. 2.3 is equally 
H vague in that it may mean ‘illusion’ or * wonderful power’ or 


‘free will ’ or ‘ something not ordinary ’, as we have already sug- 


above. Sūtra TIT. 2. 29 (pirvavad va), referring to the 
yoe question of the relat‘on between the Brahman and the jiva or the 
ee Brahman and the non-intelligent world, is very vague and, as we 
ae have seen above, the various interpretations put upon it may be 
~ all equally just or unjust. Moreover the phraseology of sūtras 
‘TEL 2. 27-28leaves on our mind an impression of uncertainty as to 
the Sitrakara’s opinion on the point. The same impression is 
: confirmed by the use of the negative word ‘a-vibhaga’ in siitras 
TV. 2. 16 and IV. 4. 4 ( the latter referring to the relation between 
ae the released soul and the Brahman ). In the same direction point 
Hie the sūtras IV. 4. 7 and 12, where an attempt to reconcile opposite 
eg views on the question of the nature of the released soul, whether 
tee it is pure intelligence or possessing various attributes and whether 
dba is embodied or not, is attributed to Badarayana, the use of the 

EES op onda | avirodha ‘ absence of contradiction’ and ‘ubhayavidha ’ 
a both ways ’ being characteristic. This last word reminds us of 
ee the other instances where the word ‘ ubhaya’ is used in the sūtra, 
ae UO be interpreted according to the whim and necessity of him who 
oe explains it. We may in particular also notice ‘ubhayatha, in II. 
Be AD ‘ ubhayaliigam ' in IIL 2 11, ‘ ubhaya-virodhat’ in 


5 IE 3 28, "bhava vvepadetat > in OL oe ‘ ubhayatha ’ in 





CONEA 29, 


All ihosi instances a the employment by the Sabrakgra of vague 


: a general words, not capable of being explicitly ¢efined, lead 
-e to believethat the sūtras, though they were inthe first instance 
2 intended 1 to formulate & ee from the. Upanisads, reconciling the 


i CONCLUSION m aH “SARS 


Jadeo Ta eet us: at tovery y step, represent a stage of tr an- 
sition from the fr eedom and absolute want of system of the Upani- ; 
sads to the cut and dry systematisation ‘of. the commentari ies. 
_ There was the so called Aupanisada doctrine in the limited sense 
of the word as disting yuished from the other orthodox doctrines _ 


(like Samkhya, Nyāya ete. ) as well as the heterodox ones like 


Buddhism and Jainism; but that is all. The further formulation of | 


the particular dogmas found in the later Vedanta i is absolutely 
unknown to the sūtras. 


Or, if at all we insist on seeing in the siitras one of the ‘five k 


systems under discussion, it can be at the most the ‘ bhedābheđa ’ 
system of Nimbarka, according to which both bheda and abheda 


are equally real, without the idea of any subordination of one to i 


the other. (See in this connection especially sūtras IIL 2. 


-= 8-29, which fit in with the doctrine of Nimbārka — better : een 
than with any other; also — sütras IV. 4. 7 and Roae ao 
which represent a clumsy combination of both the 


views contained in the immediately preceding sūtras.) Forif = — 
we classify the five schools in question from the point of E o 
view of the formation ofa system based on the reconcilation of — pat aa 
the passages teaching difference and non diterencs: or plurality = | 

and unity, the school of Nimbarka ( leaving out of consideration Sal 
the later theological and sectarian encumbrances ) represents the = 


first and, ina sense, elementary and rather clumsy stage; | 
and the very title bhedabheda bears testimony to this fact 8 
= Next in grade would stand the school of Ramanuja which os . 
claims the title of Visistadvaita, thus giving prominence to 
advaita or Monism, at the same time admitting dvaita Or plura- ae 
- lity, but only as qualifying (and thus subordinate w) 1 ee ye 
Monism. A further grade in the progress of the elimination oS oe 
contradiction is represented by the school- of Madhva on the one ere 
hand, which | iş entitled Dvyaita ( explaining away all passages oe eae 
. referring to advaita in a most fantastic way, -a retrograde step Ei 
_. from the philosophic point of view k and on the other handby cee 
- the schools of Vallabha and  Sarhkara, n called : a 
a Suddhadvaita | and ‘Kevaladvaita (representing — : certain a 
-progress Ex om the philosophic | point of view N whic eid 
wee affirm m monism pore and monism mean thus again na 











eC Se eee a VEDANTA. 


| away all plurality by means a unity, the former through 


7 l l the medium of the marvellous greatness e aisvarya ) of the supre- 
foe: me spirit, the other by means of illusion of nescience (Maya or — 
a avidya J both the pr inciples, however, being equally inexplicable 

and incomprehensible ( a-van-manasa -gocara Tk needs hardly 


< to be remarked that the more advanced a system is in the degree 
of systematisation and the elimination of contradiction, the 


oe farther removed ib is from the system of the sttras, whatever 
ae that be. In any case the siitras are absolutely unaware of the 
= particular dogmas enunciated ee each of the different Vedanta 


| schools of the later times. 


